


“In that day the root of Jesse shall stand 
as an ensign to the people...” isa. tt:10 
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a THE KILPATRICKS 


We, the Kilpatrick famiiy, extend the season's greet 
ings to all our readers, and also our thanks to yo 
who have encouraged us with your letters and for th 
financial support many of you have given during thi 
past year. We pray that you will continue your sup 
during the coming year. 


In spite of a few setbacks the Lord has been good t 
us and with His help our faith has been strengthened 
Our message to you who may have to endure hardshi 
of whatever the kind in the coming year is to viet 
each one as a testing of your faith and as a challeng 
to love. Consider the message of Paul tothe Romans 


More than that, we rejoice in our suffering, 
knowing that suffering produces endurance, and 
endurance produces character, and character 
produces hope,and hope does i.ot disappoint us, 
because God’s love has been poured into our 
hearts through the Holy Spirit which has been 
given to us. (5:3-5) 
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..prayer in public schools 


Dr. Norman L. Parks, Murfreesboro, Tenn., takes exception to an 
arttcle by Charles Rowan, "THE ATTACK ON GOD", 


which appeared 


in the September, 1976 tssue of the Ensign Fair. Ina letter to 
the editor, Or.Parks presents another view of the Supreme Court | 


ruling against prayer in publie schools, 


and a view well worth | 


constdertng. In keeping with our policy to allow readers to see 
ali stdes of such issues, we are pleased to print it. - Editor 


Dear Editor: 

The article titled ''The Attack On 
God, '’ by Charles Rowan, is a gross 
caricature of the rulings of the Supreme 
Court on the provisions of the Consti- 
tution prohibiting the making of any 
law “respecting an establishment of 
religion." 


The picture of the little girlis made 
into a shocking falsehood by the state- 
ment, ''This little girl may say a bed- 
time prayer, but she’s a lawbreaker 
if she doesit openly ina public school." 
Any child may openly pray in any school 
in the land without violating the law. 


Neither Ingle v. Vitale nor any other 
Supreme Court decision bars a child 
from making an individual prayer in 
school. What the Supreme Court ruled 
was that the state or school board or 
a teacher, may not compose an Official 
prayer to be recited by the children 
and may not conduct any religious 
service in the schoolroom. To do so 
is to make an"’establishment of relig- 
ion'’ in violation of the Constitution. 


The official prayer adopted in the 
New York schools and declared un- 
constitutional by the court is not a 
"neutral prayer.'' No prayer can be 
neutral, for if it is, and God being 
Whom Heis, it is not a prayer. Indeed, 
no prayer can be doctrinally neutral. 
A Christian believes that a prayer must 
be made in the name of Jesus, which 
the New York prayer omitted. No Jew 


will make a prayer in the name of 
Jesus. A Moslem will insist that the 
prayer be made to Allah. 


Moreover, if school officials are 
permitted tomake and direct prayers, 
they may and likely will adapt to the 
dominating sentiment of the community. 
We know that this is the case. In Cath- 
olic communities the school prayer 
may very well begin, "Hail Mary, 
Mother of God."' How would Protestants 
like for their children to participate 
in "Hail Marys’? Would Church of 
Christ members like for their children 
to be taught by example that it is proper 
to leave Christ out of a consideration 
in their prayers? 


Schoo!-conducted religious services 
tend to be either sectarian or sowater- 
ed down, faceless, and formalistic as 
to negate the dynamics of religion. In 
my home town at one time, the Method. 
ists dominated the schoolboard and 
chose only Methodists to teach in the 
city schools. When the Methodist 
church held its annual revival, the 
school children were compelled to at- 
tend. On one occasion, the second 
grade got caught inthe revival machin- 
ery and marched to the front and the 
entire class got sprinkled into the 
Methodist church! Since there were 
Baptists, Church of Christ, and Pres- 
byterian family children in the class, 
a community explosion naturally fol- 
lowed. Most older students in schools 





where religious services are still 
carried on in violation of the law of the 
land testify that the services take on 
the form and spirit of '’civil religion". 
which puts God into service to man 
instead of service to God. 


What is the true spirit and atmos- 
phere of prayer? Let Jesus give the 
answer: “And then, when you pray, 
don't be like play actors... Believe me 
they have had al? the reward they are 
going to get! But when you pray, go 
into your Own room, shut your door 
and pray to your Father privately. 
Your Father whoseesall private things 
will reward you.'' To reach an under- 
standing of this and the practice of 
this is the job of the home and the 
church. The schools must not be asked 
to assume a responsibility for which 
ihey were not created and cannot pos- 
sibly do. 


The schoots cannot substitute for 
the home and the church. This is 
particularly obvious in the diverse 
commwunity in which there are conflic- 
ting religious values and practices. 
Foc religionto remain vital and effec- 
tive, it must be free of government 
control and reserved exclusivelyfrom 
public realm. As Jefferson once put 
it, there must be a "wail of separation" 
between church and state. Where this 
wail is breached, both religion and 
the state suffer. An object lesson can 
be studied in any European country in 
which church and stateareintermingl- 
ed andchurchpolitical parties operate. 
The empty cathedrals of Luropeé are 
mausOleums of a dead faith. RKeligion 
in America is vigorous just to the ex- 
tent that our Constitutional barrier to 
union of state and religion has been 
honored. 


It is wrong ethically, morally, and 
constitutionally totax people tosupport 
Catholic, Protestant, or Jewish paro- 
chial schools and colleges. Church of 
Christ colleges like Harding, Lipscom} 
Freed-Hardeman, and Abilene and the 
variousChristian academices sponsor 
ed by our people are violating thevery 
heart of religion by accepting public 
tax money. Religion is a wholly free 
matter, for God never compels people 
into the Way. What God will not do, 
the state must not do. 


It is wrongtochargethat the schools 
are Godiess because they are not per- 
mitted to conduct religious services. 
They must be left to do what they can 
do. Our children must be taught that 
each carries God into the classroom 
to shape his own behavior and outlook 
and there, in the closets of their own 
hearts, they taJk to the Father. They 
must be taught that ''worship" is actu- 
ally service and every time they do 
right, help a friend, dotheir classwork 
or make the proper choice they are 
worshipping God! When this is done, 
we won't have toworry about "neutral" 
prayers or intercom ritual. And we 
can be thankful that this is the way it 
should be. 

Norman L. Parks 
404 Minerva Drive 
Murfreesboro, TN ee 


__EDITOR'S COMMENTS 


We are indebted to Dr. Parks for re- 
minding us of some things which seems 
to have slipped into the background in 
recent years, Since the Supreme Court 
ruling that banned prayer in public 
schools, and especiaily regarding the 
doctrine of "separation of church and 
state."’ I feel somewhat caught in the 
middle between Mr. Rowan's article 
and Dr. Parks" letter. isee good points 
on both sides of the question. Dr. Parks’ 
letter is a reminder that it is time for 
the church tomakeupits mind between 
'total'' separation or ''no"' separation 
of church and state, for we can't have 
it both ways. But that is the way we 
seem to want it, both ways. We want 
grants and privileges but no restrictions 
or government interference. It seems 
the church should be the first to insist 
upon total separation of church and 
state, but it seems alsothat the govern- 
ment does all the insisting. 





Before we join the herd clamoring for 
an amendment to the constitution to 
allow prayer in public schools, we 
should first consider the consequence 
of such a change. Would it not mean 
that we have taken the first step toward 
"union" of church and state? And if 
an amendment can be made on one 
religious matter, can it not be made 
on others—some possibly not so favor- 
able to us? Keep in mind that the 
Catholic Church has lobbied and has 


pressured for years for tax money to support 
their parochial schools, and the pressure is 
relentless. So far the government has held 
out strong against any suchuseof publicfunds 
and, to me, it seems that any change in the 
Constitution favoring religion would weaken 
the government's position inits fight for total 
separation. 


Rather than opting for a Constitutional change 
to allow prayer in schools, I suspect it would 
be far better for Christians to fight any such 
change, lest we open the floodgate. Let's not 
be too hasty in joining the multitude who seem 
to think that the restoration of prayer in pub- 
lic schools is the answer to all our national 
moral and religious ills. 


On the other side, Mr. Rowan has some good 
pointsworthconsidering. It is without question 
that the Supreme Court decisionto ban prayer 
in public schools has created an unfavorable 
national atmosphere and has given the im- 
pression thatour government is anti-religious 
ana "ungodly.’" Such an impression cannot be 
attributed to "scare tactics” from our church 
leaders—admittedly, there ls some of that— 
but the national scare must be laid at the feet 
of the Supreme Court Itself by its subsequent 
rulings, and especially to former Justice 
Douglas. His declarations that prayers made 
at the opening sessions of Congress and the 
inscription "In God We Trust" on coins are 
unconstitutional makes our fears justifiable 
and understandable. This, when coupled with 
the Court's tiberal stance on crime and mor- 
als, appears to be adequate cause for alarm. 


That such fears arenot unfounded is indicated 
by the encouragement the Court's decision 
has given to the atheistic element in our so- 
ciety, who appear to take this as their cue to 
renew their attacks on God and religion. Their 
encouragement and our fear seems to indicate 
that we both interpret the decisioninthe same 
way—evidenced by the many antics of Madalyn 
O' Hair. 


Perhaps the Court has proceeded too fast in 
removing all vestiges of union between church 
and state, and there are many, and has taken 
very little precaution to prevent misunder- 
standing of important decisions. It is possible 


too, that our Court Justices could be moving 
with the thought that "freedom of religion" 
means "freedom from religion." 


My own opinion is that the Supreme Court 
should never have agreed to hear the Engel 
v. Vitale case. They were under no require- 
ment to do so, nor was it necessary. The 
government's doctrine of separationof church 
and state was on solid ground and clear. For 
200 years there had been an excellent working 
relationship between church and state and 
there was no need for further clarification. 
The occasional abuses of the doctrine, such 
as the one cited by Dr. Parks, could have 
been resolved with existing laws and by prior 
lower court precedences established in other 
cases. Their "clarifying" of the Constitution 
subjected themselves to criticism, and they 
would have been criticized regardless of which 
way they ruled. Coming at a time when the 
nation was "reinterpreting its moral values", 
the Court ruling on prayer has no doubt aided 
the sharp decline in our national morals. 


Once the Supreme Court renders a decision 
on this, or any matter, that ruling becomes 
a precedence for all future decisions. The 
only way for such interpretations to be over- 
turned would be for the Court to reverse it- 
self, which isn't likely. Not even an "act of 
Congress" can change it. Therefore, if the 
prayer ban is to be reversed it will have to 
come through an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion, and here is where the danger lies. = 
=O” 

"T cannot see the flowers, but I can still 
hear the birds sing.'' These were words on 
the lips of the mother of Sergeant Alvin York, 
the great hero of the first World War. Mrs. 
York has died. She was a woman of rugged 
Christian character and simple Christian 
faith. She told her son when he was going off 
to war, "You fight. I will stay at home aad 
work and pray." 


Great men are the sons of great mothers. 
The world needs mothers of Christian faith 
and of strong character. 


""How did you bring up such manly sons?" 
a man inquired of a feeble oid woman whose 
sons had gone away from her to bless the 
world. "I brought them up on prayer and 
switches,"" the mother said. —Bob Jones 





Don't frustrate the provision promised fo the people of Christ 


Thoughts on Unity 


RHODERICK D. ICE, Minzeter 
Allegheny Valley Church of Christ, New Kensington, Pa. 


The churchof the first century preach- 
ed faith, hope, and love. These things 
are characteristics of the gospel of 
Christ: faith in God, hope of eternal 
life, and love—first to God, and sec- 
ondly to fellowman. Here is a basis 
for unity. Jesus Christ is right. The 
apostles are right. The inspired writ- 
ings are right. And the church of the 
first century was right as it followed 
the doctrine of Christ (and wrong when 
it didn’t), 


Many today preach unity, but very often 
they practice division. Many today 
preach guilt rather than forgiveness 
and freedom. Possibly they do this 
because it brings more people "for- 
ward" (to rededicate, as often as not). 
But being against sin is not enough! 
You must be for Christ! The apostles 
of our Lord recognize this fact, and 
they preached forgiveness of sins and 
an abundant life. We dare not do less! 
Read carefully Luke 1]:24-26 and apply 
it to the role of the Christian. 


The Church Is People—One has said, 
‘We are not saved through congrega- 
tions, nor are we saved as congrega- 
tions. We are saved as individuals. " 
Do you agree? What is the church? — 
people! How do you become part of 
this church? Salvation makes you a 
member! Whom does God add to the 
church?—the saved! Are there any 
unsaved in the church which Jesus 
built? The answer must be "no!" And 
if you obey the truth, God will not add 
you to the wrong church. 





Congregations are important, but no 
congregation contains ALL the saved, 
while the one church whichJesus built 
does! The fate of Christianity depends 
upon the living faith of individual 
Christians. Without the individual 
members, the church will cease to 
exist. Even the largest congregation 


in the brotherhood, if it have the most 
godly elders and a fireball preacher, 
must depend upon the members to sup- 
port with their time, talent, and money 
the good works which they propose to 
do. 


True Christianity is a grass-roots 
thing. It was this way in the church of 
the first century. Each member of the 
body of Christ—each Christian—felt 
intensely that he was a child of God. 
Read about the first church in Jerus- 
alem. Those Christians, who were 
the first to obey thetruth, met together 
as a large group daily in the temple. 
And, they met in small groups, from 
house to house. 


The Jerusalem church grew in num- 
bers—to perhaps 100,000 members! 
And then persecution came. Christians 
were forced literally to run for their 
lives! They went everywhere—looking 
for a place to stay. Did the church 
cease to exist? Not atall! The con- 
gregation may have been dispersed, 
but each of them was still part of the 
church which Jesus built. Wherever 
any one of them found himself when he 
had stopped running, hewasthechurch 
in that place. They preached the gos~ 
pel! Some heard and obeyed the truth. 
Soon there was another congregation 
of Christians meeting in that area. 
The church could not and the church 
cannot die—as long as there are godly 
individuals to keep it alive. 





Balanced, Fourfold Ministry—But for 
alargenumberofpeopletoday, religion 
is centered in a particular doctrine, 
or a few Bible stories, or a loyalty to 
a denominational (or unéenominational) 
name. Overexposure to a minor doc- 
trine tends to pervert the faith and 
becomes a "hobby."' A part of Christ- 
ianity is made to assume the place of 
the whole! Too many "hell -fire and 


brimstone" sermons, or too much 
emphasis on the church being the cent- 
er of all our leisure-time activities—can 
give an unbalanced faith. On the other 
side, those who attend only at Christ- 
mas or Easter, or who hear only 
sermons on social activity (or only on 
“first principles"'—in violation af He- 
brews 6:1-3) cannot havea very bal- 
anced faith either. 


Perhaps people have been looking in 
the wrong place as they search for 
unity. Don't misunderstand, the Bible 
is the right place! But don’t overlook 
the fact that the Bible is a "two-edged 
sword." It cuts both ways! It will 
either save or destroy the one who 
uses it. How it is used is of vital 
importance. And lay particular stress 
on the word "used", because the Bible 
has value only as it is translated into 
a living testimony in the life of the one 
who claims to follow Jesus. 


The church of the first century hada 
fourfold ministry. Those who formed 
this early church were spiritually 
healthy, as they followed this plan of 
God. {f we expect to convince others, 
and ourselves, of the reality of faith, 
we must duplicate this fourfold mini- 
stry today! Is unity possible without 
this? 


Evangelism, edification, benevolence 
and worship-these are the four things. 
Here is reality! The church of the 
first century reached out to the whole 
world with the good news of Jesus 
Christ. They had found the greatest 
blessing in all of history, and they 
just had to share it with everyone they 
met! Dare we do less! 


Edificatéion means "teaching, instruc- 
ion in righteousness." No one is truly 
Christian who does not use the princi- 
ples of Christ to guide his everyday 
life. Christianity is ateaching religion. 
It teaches a whole new way of living. 
The church must teach and train her 


people —or perish. In the church of 
the first century, the pulpit and the 
assembly was used primarily for edi- 
fication. Evangelism came through 
transformed people living transformed 
lives who had a sense of mission as 
they told everyone about Christ. 


Benevolence, as we use it today, means 
"good works." In Acts 6 we find the 
story af men being appointed specifi- 
cally to do benevolent work among the 
widows of the Greek- speaking Jews. 
Evidently comeone was already doing 
benevolent work among the widows of 
the Hebrew~speaking Jews. The last 
part of Acts 2 shows how quickly be- 
nevolence work began in the infant 
church. Secular history records how 
the Christians helped the poor and 
needy, how they ministered to the sick, 
and how they rescued andreared babies 
who had been abandoned to die. 


Worship—in spirit and in truth! Praise 
God! He made it all possible! Here 
is abundant life—through Jesus our 
Lord! Our older preachers often spoke 
of the five avenues of worship, and 
this is correct. In the assembly, the 
public meetings where thechurch as- 
sembles to worship God, we direct our 
praise to Him through singing, praying, 
preaching and Bible study, participating 
in the Lord's Supper, and contributing 
money toward the Lord's work. Not 
every assembly will have all of these 
elements present, and it is possible 
to ''do” these things without having 
worshiped. Fsith without works is 
dead, and so worship must be express- 
ed to be valid. Thus, the five-elements 
have an essential purpose. But don't 
overlook the worship that results from 
a transformed life which is holy and 
righteous —one whichis a living sacri- 
fice to God (Rom. 12:1,2). This com- 
plements our public worship in the 
assembly. As someone has written: 
"The whole world is a temple, and 
man is everywhere a worshiper." 
(turn to page \§) 








THE CHURCH 
UNDER GRACE 


DAVID F. GRAF 
Ann Arbor, Michigen 


Several years ago I heard one of our 
evangelistic counselors recommend a fool- 
proof response to that difficult question 
frequently raised by potential converts to 
the Church of Christ: “Isn't that the 
church that believes they will be the only 
ones saved?” He fully realized that the 
traditional response (“Y’betcha”) was 
destined to encounter indignant resistance 
if not hostility. It appeared that he had 
observed that outsiders had a difficult 
time understanding why everyone but us 
would roast in hell. 

In order not to lose our proselyte or 
suffer a black eye to match our black Bi- 
ble {a striking case of the “blind leading 
the blind”), he proposed an ingenious al- 
ternative by recommending we reply with 
the rather amicable answer, “I believe the 
same thing you do about that.” In amaze- 
ment, he assured us, our querist would 
say, “You do?” Then all we had to do is 
quote Matthew 7:21 and the words, “I 
believe only those who do God’s will can 
be saved. Don’t you?” Eventually we 
would have our convert and hopefully it 
would be years later before he realized 
that he was right in his first query. 

The reverse side of this situation is the 
Suggestion by anyone within our ranks 
that other churches are included among 
the redeemed. It has the same shock 
value as the original question on most 


No being is worthy of deing loved, if 
by worthiness is meant something 
which would objectively draw love to 
itself: merit. Eove is always necessar- 
ily a grace; the order of fove is beyond 
the relative worid of merit and de- 
merit—it is the order of the free gift. 

— Gabriel! Marcel 


Christ foved the church and gave him- 
self up for her. 
—Paul the Apostle 


Church of Christ members. The prevail- 
ing attitude is one of exclusion, not inclu- 
sion. For example, recently J.D. Tant 
(October, 1975) has expressed strong res- 
ervations about Thomas Lane’s sugges- 
tions that fellowship should include 
“‘denominationalists” (August, 1975). He 
feels uncomfortable at the widening of 
the pearly gates to include Baptists, 
Methodists, Presbyterians and Lutherans. 
For him, the brotherhood is restricted to 
only those who comply with the faith 
and practice of the New Testament, i.., 
those who are baptized as adults for the 
remission of sins. In contrast, Lane is 
willing to include all evangelical denomi- 
nations who give “assent to the principle 
of fidelity to Scripture alone.” Thus the 
guiding principle for engaging in fellow- 
ship and separating the sheep from the 
goats is the Reformation hallmark of 
Sola Scriptura. 

In my opinion, both of these view- 
points are wrongheaded. I would like to 
make a few suggestions for consideration. 
These remarks should not be taken as 
personal, since J assume each of the views 
expressed by Tant and Lane are repre- 
sentative of many others. 

First, it seems that it is imperative that 
questions concerning salvation should 
take their starting point from above, not 
below. These are matters that can be 


viewed only through divine eyes. It is 
entirely presumptuous of us to make any 
attempt to demarcate the limits of the 
redeemed. The church is a collection of 
saved sinners, not an institution which 
dispenses salvation. We do not have the 
ability to render judgment nor the au- 
thority. It is God’s privilege and preroga- 
tive to deal with humanity as he wishes 
without being subject to the dictates of 
the church. In this, as in all matters, it is 
his will and not ours which will be done. 
This should be a source of comfort to 
us, for the God we serve is not some 
whimsical or capricious deity. God is 
love, and love is not limited to objects of 
merit but is free to choose that which it 
desires. God is not some magnet which is 
attracted only to those segments of his 
church where there is “perfect” knowl- 
edge or obedience. After all, the church 
is the product of God’s downward move- 
ment, not man’s upward grasp for heaven. 


The Primacy of Grace... 


Secondly, if one is going to isolate one 
of the slogans of the 16th century Refor- 
mation as the starting point for fellow- 
ship, that of sola eratia is far more ap- 
propriate than sola Scriptura. The focus 
of Luther’s theology was not the problem 
of the church but the problem of salva- 
tion. In this, he attempted to establish 
the primacy of grace. The modern effort 
to reconstruct a “model’’ church from 
the pages of the New Testament has often 
obscured this important theme which has 
dominated God’s relationship with his 
people. As R. Lanny Hunter has warned, 
“restoration theology is a system with its 
roots in law—not grace” (Mission, June, 
1974). 

The inherent problem of the principle 
of “Scripture only” is the problem of in- 
terpretation. A unity of inquiry of an es- 


tablished authority, as Lane recognizes, 
will never result in unity of belief. Socio- 
logical and cultural factors do influence 
our response to the Gospel, as the pages 
of the New Testament itself clearly reveal. 
It is naive and self-deceptive to think we 
can take a leap into the first century with- 
out dragging along any of the develop- 
ments of the intervening centuries, much 
less those of our own time. 

Even if it were possible to perfectly 
restore the model church of the first cen- 
tury, would it require the wholesale elimi- 
nation of all subsequent innovations and 
traditions? Is it even necessary? Imagine 
the mission of Jesus as a crusade to re- 
store the ancient order of the Israel of 
Moses. It would have meant among other 
things the elimination of various sects 
(Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes), institu- 
tions (synagogues, sanhedrin) and prac- 
tices (Hannukah). However, the ministry 
of Jesus was not occupied in a “back to 
the Torah” movement. Traditions were 
not rejected for sola Scriptura, but as- 
similated into his obedience to God (Lk. 
4:16; Jn. 10:22). When Jesus did enter 
into controversy over tradition, it was al- 
ways over the. “abuse and not the lawful 
use,’’ to use the words of Thomas Camp- 
bell in his Declaration and Address of 
1809. The modus operandi of the church 
has always been Scripture and tradition, 
whether it realized it or not. 

Finally, let me suggest that in discus- 
sion of the question of fellowship, our 
focus should be the rea/ church, not the 
ideal church. The extrapolation from the 
New Testament of the beliefs and prac- 
tices of the model church excludes those 
marks of imperfection which were part of 
the real church’s existence within history. 
We must confess, along with Everett 
Ferguson, that the ‘first century fell short 
of the apostolit standard”’ (Mission, Au- 
gust, 1973). ls not the same thing true of 


| 
| 





the contemporary church? The church 
without spot or wrinkle is purely the re- 
sult of God’s activity, not ours. Neither 
is it just a matter of observing the “‘essen- 
tials.” As Alexander Campbell observed, 
“The preachers of ‘essentials,’ as well as 
the preachers of ‘nonessentials,” frequent- 
ly err” (MH, 1837, p. 413). 


A Constant Necessity . . . 


This means that it is necessary to al- 
ways consider the church as in need of 
God’s grace. Fellowship is founded solely 
on Jesus Christ alone, not our adherence 
to a model church. This does not mean 
we should be satisfied with our imperfec- 
tion, but rather to be receptive to any ef- 
fort to bring us into closer agreement with 
God’s purposes. In the words of Pope 
Paul Vi in his encyclical on the Paths of 
the Church (Ecclesiam Suam), reform and 
renewal are the constant theme of God’s 
earthly pilgrims: 

the actual image of the church is never as 

perfect, as lovely, as holy or as brilliant as 

that formative divine idea could wish it to 
be. Hence there arises the unselfish and al- 
most impatient need for renewal, for correc- 
tion of the defects which this conscience de- 

nounces and rejects, as if standing before a 

Mirror, we were to examine interioriy the 

image of Christ which he has left us. 


However, those who view their particu- 
lar church as the perfect institution can 
only look in the mirror and ask, “Which is 
the fairest church of all?” If any answer 
other than their own name is sounded, 
they storm away in a mad tirade like the 
wicked queen in Snow White. The prob- 
lem with operating with such idealistic 
concepts is that when the ideal becomes 
reality, the church loses its offensive and 
becomes defensive. As Yves Congar said 
of Vatican { (1869-1870), “they built ec- 
clesiology like they built the temple of 
Jerusalem—with sword in one hand!” Re- 
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forms ase lost in a spirit of protection, 
and all who dissent from the accepted 
ideal are labeled traitors to the cause. 
““Love it or leave it” becomes the re- 
sponse to any critics. The dangers of such 
a viewpoint are well outlined by Dietrich 
Bonhoeffer in his analysis of Christian 
fellowship: 


God hates visionary dreaming; it makes the 
dreamer proud and pretentious. The man 
who fashions a visionary ideal of community 
demands that it be realized by God, by 
Others, and by himself. He enters the com- 
munity of Christians with his demands, sets 
up his own law, and judges the brethren and 
God Himself according3y. He stands ada- 
mant, a living reproach to ali others in the 
circle of brethren. He acts as if he is the 
creator of the Christian community, as if his 
dream binds men together. When things do 
not go his way, he calls the effort a failure. 
When his ideal picture is destroyed, he sees 
community going to smash. So he becomes, 
first an accuser of his brethren, then an ac- 
cuser of God, and finally the despairing ac- 
cuser of himself (Life Together, pp. 27-28). 


The church began in the first century 
and continues unto the present day as a 
community which exists by sola gratia. 
The church will always be a sinful church 
(communio peccatoium). This is a prin- 
ciple we have come to understand as far 
as the individual Christian is concemed. 
Why is it lost in the transition to a collec- 
tion of individuals? When asked if we be- 
lieve our church will alone constitute the 
redeemed, why do we sometimes respond, 
“No. I believe God by Ais mercy may 
save some people in the denominations’’? 
Are we saved by our doctrinal correctness 
to the exclusion of grace, while they are 
saved by gyace to the exclusion of doc- 
trinal correctness? I think not. Perhaps 
Ernst Kasemann is right in observing that 
“a broad way leads, not only to hell, but 
also from anthropology to ecclesiology!” 


In the Reformation it was said of the 
individual that he was at the same time 


justified and a sinner (simu/ fustus et 
peccator). Cannot this be translated to 
the church? Is not the church merely a 
community of sinners which through the 
forgiving grace of God also becomes 
really and truly a church that is holy and 
without blemish (communio sanctorum)? 
Should this not affect our attitude to- 
wards fellowship of others? Will this not 
give us greater confidence in viewing the 
church as a center of God’s redemptive 
activity? The church as an object of 
God’s love has been well captured by 
Hans Kiing in his excellent treatise on 
ecclesiology (7he Church, pp. 343.4): 
We need waste no time speculating what 
would happen if there were no Ciurch, or 
no holy Quurch, God will ensure that there 
will always be a Ciurch and that it will be 


holy ... it can become a begger-woman, set 
itself up as a trader, sell itself asa prostitute; 


but through God’s preserving, saving and 
forgiving mercy it will always remain the 
bride of Christ. It may wander thrdugh the 
world poor, hungty and helpless, but the 
Father wi! always run to embrace and kiss 
jt on its return. It may lose its way in the 
desert, but the shepherd will always go out 
after it. It may roam through the town, but 
the Bridegroom will always find it. le may 
desert him, but he will never desert it. The 
Qhurch goes on its pilgrim way through the 
ages, along a road not of its own choosing, 
along the way to which it is irrevocably 
called. It may lose the way, make detours, 
take wrong tumings, it may stumble and 
fall, it may fall among thieves and lie half- 
dead by the roadside. But God the Lord 
will not pass by on the other side; he will 
pour oil on its wounds, lift it up, give it a 
lodging and provide for its healing even that 
which could not have been foreseen. The 
Qnurch will always remain the holy Qhurch. 
This we know in faith: credo senctam 
ecclesiane 


TYING UP LOOSE ENDS 


Accumulating year-ends is a purely human occupation: 


Piling up tinsel monuments 


And stacking shards of shattered plans. 


Only the illusion 


That things which matter have beginning or end 
Spurs mortals to wrap up one year 


And open another. 
Celestial perception 
Tolerates imperfection, 


But gently urges us not to mistake 


Our clocks for absolute. 


Let us accept warily, then, 


The fragmentation of experience, 
And search for the splices of God 
By which the worst of the past 
And the promise of the future 


Are always joined. 


—Elton D. Higgs 
Dec. 28, 1975 
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By DON FINTO 

Nashville, Tennessee 
I heard that Paul Billheimer (who wrote Des- 
tined for the Throne) is writing a book on 
suffering, to show that the children of God 
will suffer and that suffering is an essential 
part of the Christian life. Of course, I am not 
meaning to imply by that that we should go 
seeking our suffering, but we probably should 
just realizethat some will come, and we should 
not be surprised when it happens. Even if we 
Stand against all attacks which Satan uses 
against us, there will yet be a suffering in 
each life. Let us move through it, knowing 
that God will use it to His glory and to our 
purification. In case you haven't read some 
of these words from the Lord lately, let me 
mention these: 


In the early part of his first letter (2:38-21), 
Peter urges slaves to be in submission to 
their masters, not only to those who are good 
and gentle, but alsoto those whoare unreason- 
able. That is aweighty word from our brother. 
Slaves had no rights. They were the property 
of: their owners. Yet Peter never suggests 
rebellion. They are to submit even to un- 
reasonable owners. For, he says, ‘this finds 
favor if forthe sake of conscience toward God 
a man bears up under sorrows when suffering 
unjustly." 


For this purpose you have been called, he 
says, since Christ also suffered for you, 
leaving you an example for you to follow in 
His steps. It would seem that Peter is sug- 
gesting that just as Christ's suffering saved 
us, so our suffering will have an effect in the 


salvation of others. Is this not what he is 
implying when talking to wives (chapter 3)and 
Saying that they should be submissive and win 
their husbands by their gentle and quiet spirit? 
Is there not a word here for all who are in 
aily way submissive to anyone? Perhaps our 
free enterprise system (forwhich I am grate- 
ful} has made us so quick to “change jobs" 
that we miss the effect we can have on our 
“bosses” when we suffer unjustly. @ur suf- 
fering has a redemptive effect on others if 
borne with joy. 


This would fit exactly what our brother James 
said in his little letter, that we should "con- 
sider it joy’’ when we meet trials. Trials 
will being a testing of faith which brings en- 
durance and maturity. From the 12th verse 
of chavter 1 we can see, too, that there is an 
“appreval" which we receive in suffering. 


But there is more. Peter says (4:1} "He who 
has suffered in theflesh has ceased from sin." 
If rightly received, there is a purification 
from sin which happens. Count it all joy! 


There is a "suffering according to the will of 
God." (4:19}. And since the very next verse 
begins to speak of elders' shephearding the 
flock, there would seem to be a suffering 
which shepherds have which relates lo thei: 
work with the sheep. They ‘'suffer'’ almost 
vicariously for the sheep, not as though it is 
hopeless, buat as realizing the Lord's work 
being done. ‘After you have suffered for a 
little the God of all grace, who called you to 
His eternal glory in Christ, will Himself per- 
fect, confirm, strengthen, and establish you.” 


One last idea. There could be much more. I 
was quite shocked to find this one in Col. 1:24. 
We actually fill up that which is lacking in 
Christ's afflictions. There issomething which 
Christ, limited to one single human body, 
could not do, a suffering which he could not 
take, which we endure, filling up his suffer- 
ing. 


Again let me urge you not |v seek your own 
suffering, but simply to realize that there is 
a suffering which is the will of God as tong as 
we are in this life and that it is redemptive, 
purifying and blessed. Let us move through 
such with Joy. 
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ABOUT HERETICS 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


St. Louis, Missouri 


All religious persecution is the same in 
the heart of the perpetrator. Only the 
methods change as mankind becomes 
more civilized. In one century the vic- 
tims are tied to the stake, in another they 
are lied about in papers. The hangman’s 
platform has surrendered to the harangue- 
man's pulpit, and since one man’s apos- 
tasy is often another man’s apostleship, 
we are frequently treated to a verbal bar- 
tage of accusations, innuendo and censure 
directed both ways and “always in the 
name of the Eord Jesus Christ and to the 
glory of the Father,” just as Torquemada 
carried on The Inquisition! 


All legalistic systems are doomed to 
fragment into fighting factions. There is 
no escape. When men insist upon exercis- 
ing their freedom to make their interpre- 
tation of revelation the authorized one, 
while denying the liberty to all others, 
they will split wide open every time 
someone earns a truth not previously dis- 
covered or discerned. legalistic systems 
constantly breed “new messiahs”’ raised 
up to “save the brotherhood from digres- 
sion’ while gratifying the monumenta! 
ego of such modern saviors. Their chief 
stock in trade is the gall essential to 
thrusting themselves into situations which 
are not their concern, and of blowing 
issues up into gigantic proportions which, 
if left alone, would wither and die on the 
vine. All factionalists have to produce a 
red-hot issue, and if one gets a little cold 
they must reheat it or grab another out of 
the fire and wave it around! 


There is one great difference between 
the persecution of yesterday and that of 
the present. The stern defenders of the 
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status quo in the yesteryear did not mess 
around with trivia. Their “heretics” were 
not dabbiers in froth and fiddle-faddle. 
They were not blowing soap bubbles. 
They were involved in subjects like free 
will, foreordination, predestination, the 
nature of Godhood and sacramentalism. 
Being a heretic in those days was not a 
job for an amateur or a_ theological 
piddler. You had to really be up on what 
everyone else was down on! It required a 
smart man to be a heretic. There was no 
use of anyone else applying. 


Heresy has been cheapened in our day 
by over-production. Almost everyone 
can bea heretic now and almost everyone 
is in the eyes of someone else. If you 
were to pool the attitudes of all the vari- 
Ous partisans and accept their judgment 
as valid, there would not be a single fol- 
lower of Jesus left on earth—only heretics 
and apostates! A man can become a here- 
tic now by taking either side of such 
world-shaking issues as to whether or not 
a college girl can pray in a “rap session”’ 
where there are male collegians present. 
There is a world of difference between an 
Ultramontanist and a “‘one-cupper”’ or be- 
tween one who supported Monophysitism 
and one who sends a contribution to the 
Highland congregation in Abisene, Texas, 
to help pay the tariff ona radio and tele- 
vision program. Heretics are no longer 
big-name folks at all! They are as com- 
mon as an old shoe. 


In fact, the best way to become a here- 
tic in one easy lesson is simply to unite 
with one of the two dozen groups wear- 
ing the denomination “Church of Christ.” 
This will automatically make you an 


Shall we continue to prate about a 
“pattern theology’ when it has ripped us into shreds? 


“apostate” to the other twenty-three seg- palmed off as the will of God. God’s 
ments. Even if you are quite ignorant of | peopie do not need to be denounced from 
what the group with which you became the pulpit but delivered from it. They 
identified “believes and teaches,” the fact need to be freed and not frightened, 
that you “took your stand” with them saved and not scared! 
places you on the “black list” of the It is time to encourage brethren to 
others and guarantees you will not be think, not to punish them for doing so. 
called on to publicly petition the Father {et mental torture and political reprisal 
of mercy if you attend their meetings. be relegated to the Dark Ages and not 
There are exceptions, of course, but you practiced in the present day by those who 
probably should not count on being one profess to be followers of the Man of 
of them! You'll have enough disappoint- Nazareth. If this form of harassment 
ments as it is. must be perpetuated let it be character- 
There is only one way to stop this istic of atheistic communism and not of 
consummate foolishness. It was recom- the disciples of Him who lived and died 
mended to Pharaoh by the God of Israei, tO make us free. Shall we continue to 
but was conveyed through Moses, whom defend a system which can only divide us 
Pharaoh regarded as a heretic. Let my Out of existence as it has divided us out 
people g0! The people of Godbelongto Of influence in many places? 
God. They are not pawns of preachers, Shall we continue to prate about a 
nor pamperers of presbyters! They are “pattern theology” when it has ripped us 
not to be inhibited by institutions nor into-shreds, and each man quotes “book, 
frightened by factions! It is time to ac- chapter and verse” to sustain a different 
knowledge openly and frankly that we pattern? The pattern of the scriptures is 
are not under law but under grace! The universally to point to Jesus. He is the 
love letters of the new covenant scriptures author and finisher of the faith! And His 
are not a written code. Our pattern is a design is not to make great lawyers but 
person. It is not a partisan practice grand lovers! Lord, teach ustolove! UC 
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HOW COULD HE DO THAT? 


“Look, here’s the man!” God created. We no longer have faith in his 
“Crucify! @rucify!” creatures. We don’t even trust ourselves. So we 
‘You take him and crucify him. He’s no are uncomfortable when he comes too close to 
criminal as far as I can see!"’ us. How can we trust a God who gets involved 


‘We have a Law, and according to that Law, in this mess we call a world? it would be far 
he must die, for he made himself out to be the _ better to have the Law--stern, unbending, aloof 


Son of God!" from corruption, and impervious to the wheed- 
ling of sinners. 
How could he do that to us? No, I don’t if we are not to have the Liv, but # Person, 


mean Pilate. I mean Jesus! He hastaken away then we must meet him either on our ground or 

our beloved iaw, and what do we have left? on his. The former is unthinkabieand . . . so is 

“Herc’s the man!” The man! We arc shocked _ the iatter. So the one thing we cannot forgive 

and scared and frustrated. Jesus is his taking away of our Law -at least not 
We no longer believe in the world which until we learn to tergive ourselves. 
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THOUGHTS ON UNITY - from page 7 
~~ | 





“No one is truly Christian 
who does not use the 
principles of Christ to 

guide his everyday life.” 





Evangelism. We mention evangelism 
last, because it must flow from these 
other items. Can evangelism truly 
come from one who has no feeling for 
benevolence? Can evangelism flow 
from a life that does not worship the 
Creator? Can it flow from one who 
does not '*know"' God and His word? 
Read Acts 3 and 4. Can you see this 
fourfoid ministry in the work of the 
first century church? It isn't enough 
to reproduce the works and efforts of 
the New Testament church. We must 
reproduce the spirit of this church 
also. In other words, we must do the 
things they did for the same reason 
they did them. When we recapture 
the spirit of those first Century Christ- 
ians, we shall recapture their power 
and their unity as well. 


The Spirit of Unity—Consider these 
words in Eph. 4:3 (TEV); 


Do your best topreservethe unity 
which the Spirit gives, by the 
peace that binds you together. 


David Lipscomb represents the con- 
servativeelement in the restoration" 
during the latter half of the last cen- 
tury. He comments on this verse: 


Unity and harmony of action are 
impossible in a way not provided 
by God. The unity is gained and 


maintained by doing the will of 
God. It requires no negotations 
Or arrangements among men to 
unite them as one in Christ. If 
we are in Christ, we cannot help 
being one with all who are in 
Christ. All inChrist are one with 
Him and in Him. Nothing can keep 
two persons in Christ separated. 
They will flow together. Christ 
came to remove all division walls 
and hindering causes and make of 
one new man in Christ. 


The 'non-instrument'' brethren and 


the'independent" brethren have much 
more in common than they have a dif- 


ference. They are one in Christ! But 
if theinstrument question were settled 
today, the disunity would still exist. 
Why ? Because of preconceived ideas, 
stereotypes, just plain prejudice (on 
both sides), differing ways of doing the 
same things, different vocabularies, 
etc. It just might be hard to explain 
this when we stand before the Great 
White Throne. 


When disunity continues, we ought to 
ask ourselves: (1) AmIreally in Christ? 
Have I obeyed the truth? Am I walling 
in the light? (2) Am I allowing the 
Spirit to give me unity, by immersing 
myself in the written Word to absorb 
the mind of the Spirit? (3) Am I will- 
ing to work for peace—to "'spend and 
be spent?" (Mat. 5:9). (Why not go out 
of your way to make some friends in 
the other group? You might be amazed!) 


"The Scripture says: 'You must be 
holy, because I am holy’ ''(t Pet. 1-16; 
TEV). Unity is possible only in rela- 
tion to this command. Unity and peace 
can only flow through those who are 
holy ! a 


ROMAN SERIES: In last month's issue I ended the article on Revelation 
with the footnote that the subject would be continued in this issue. However, 
in the Special Supplement to that issue the main thrust of the lesson was 
discussed on pages vi and vii. Should anyone desire to read the whole dis- 
cussion of that subject, if you'll write and let me know I will send the two 


back issues covering ‘'Revelation" more fully. 
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— Editor 





THE 
NON-DENOMINATIONAL MYTH 


By F.L. Lemley 
430 East Elm St. Republic, Mo 65738 


The church of Christ is not a denomination! 
This plea is heard across the land. There is 
a sense in which the statement is true, and 
another sense in which it is a figment of our 
prejudiced imagination. 


The body of Christ is not a denomination and 
this fact is recognized by many whom we label 
"denominational preachers."" Many of them 
deplore the denominational state of affairs as 
strongly as do we. They would join us but for 
the fact that they see us as just another de- 
nomination among the many. They admit and 
believe the boundaries of the body cut across 
denominational lines, including the "Church 
of Christ."' On the other hand, we are dead 
set on destruction, by conquest and absorption, 
of afl who aredenominational, including others 
in the restoration movement who do not con- 
form to our particular "ism." Thus, our plea 
for unity is seen as a campaign to annex all 
others to our denomination, and with conde- 
scending smiles and a patronizing manner, 
our plea is just platn sophistry to other ears. 


The body of Christ is equated withthe "Church 
of Christ" in our preaching. There is one 
body (Eph. 4:4), so there is one church. This 
is true and scriptural, but this is not the mes- 
sage we usually convey to our neighbors. The 
message that usually gets across to them has 
this tied to it,..."’'and that one church is the 
Church of Christ, non-instrumental, non-in- 
stitutional, the sound and loyal congregation 
which meets at the corner of Broadway and 
Main.’* We imply in tone and manner that all 
of God's children in Everytown, U.S.A., are 
in similar congregations and that all others 
not identified with us are bound for hell 
because they are denominational. Other con- 
gregations of the restoration heritage are 
included in our concept of denominations, from 
ultra-conservative Christian Churches to the 
most liberal Disciples of Christ congregations. 
We should see ourselves as others see us! 


While the body is one, any congregation which 
has to employ a descriptive adjective to dis- 
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tinguish the sound and loyal is a denomination 
(a sect within the body) in every sense of the 
word. Denominationalism is wrong. It is a 
stench in the nostrils of God. The only way 
to be truly non-denominational is to claim as 
brothers all obedient children of God who by 
faith have accepted Jesus as Lord. hal 


___-from Mission Messenger, June {975 __ 


Thought you might like to hear about this un- 
usual congregation. —Editor 


THE FOLKS 
at 


OAK HILL CHAPEL 


406% PARKER AVE. (at Ock Hilt) 
St. Louts, Missouri 63116 





A Meeting Place for Christians 
Weare vour servants for Jesus’ sake” 


The folks at Oak Hill Chapei are not so much 
a church as a family. Those who compose 
the little groupdo not consider themselves as 
membersof an organization or institution, but 
as brothers and sisters who are all children 
of one Father. They have been drawn together 
by a mutual trust in Jesus. He is the center 
of their faith. His will is their guide. Jesus 
is their only creed. 


The Oak Hill Chapel family register is made 
up of those who believe with al! of their hearts 
that Jesus is the Christ the Son of God and who 
have been buried in baptism to rise and walk 
a new life. The bond of union is love for God 
and for one another in spite of differences in 
background, opinion and understanding. The 
goal at Oak Hill Chapel is not conformity with 
men but community with Jesus. 


The only consideration is the relief of suffer- 
ing and anguish. The only motivation is com- 
passion. 


If you have tried everything the world has to 
offer and are still spiritually empty, depress- 
ed and sick at heart, try Jesus! He is the 
Great Physician. His prescription will cleanse 
you and make you whole. The folks at Oak 
Hill Chapel are eager to meet you, to know 
you and those who are dearuntoyou. Remem- 
ber, you will find nothing elaborate or pre- 
tentious. But you will find a little family 
circle where love reaches out andGod reaches 
down to welcome and receive you! May God 
bless you and keep you! He loves you and so 
do the folks at Oak Hill Chapel. 





There is no priest, clergymanor professional 
minister to preach to you, but those who are 
able share their knowledge and experience. 
When you attend you might hear a banker, a 
night-watchman, a computer programmer, a 
retired postmaster, or a service-station op- 
erator. These are men who make their living 
by going to work each day but who love Jesus 
and are not ashamed of Him and His word. At 
Oak. Hili Chapel every Christian is a minister 
and every child of God is a priest. 


Regularly the folks at Oak Hill Chapel send 
to meet the dire needs of people all over the 
world. They do not ask the religious status 
of those whom they aid, nor are they concern- 
ed about their race, color or ethnic origin. 





Saint Louis FOrUn 


The third annual Saint Louis Forum will be 
held in the auditorium of Saint Louis Christian 
College, 1380 Grandview Drive, Florissant, 
Missouri 63033, Monday and Tuesday, Dec. 
27 and 28. The theme will be ''Renewal and 
The Restoration Movement."' Speakers from 
the Disciples of Christ, Christian Churches, 
and Churches of Christ will participate. There 
will be two sessions on Monday and three on 
Tuesday, as follows: 


Dec. 27, 2:00 p.m. "Things in Which We Need 
to Make Changes." Tom 38. Loveless, Owens- 
boro, Kentucky; Mike Heston, Cape Girardeau, 
Missouri. 7:00 p.m. "Barriers to Renewal", 
James M. Flanagan, Troy, Missouri; Mike 
Chambers, Collinsville, Illlonis. 


SECRET OF SUCCESS 

The longer I live, the more deeply I 
am convinced that that which makes 
the difference between one man and 
another—between the weak and the 
powerful, the great and the insignificant 
is energy~-invisible determination—a 
purpose once formed and the death or 
victory. This quality will do anything 
that has to be done in the world; and 
no talents, no circumstances, no op- 
portunity will make one a man without 
it. —Thomas Buxton 
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Dec. 28, 9:30 a.m. Open Forum on 'Experi- 
ences in Renewal", 2:00 p.m. ‘Approaches 
to Renewal'', Joe Black, Conway, Arkansas; 
Kaula (Mrs. Don) Hazel, Durant, Oklahoma. 
7:00 p. m. '"Renewal in Relation to Our Origi- 
nal Goals of Unity and Restoration", Hoy 
Ledbetter, Grand Blanc, Michigan, Bryan 
Giebler, Tulsa, Oklahoma. 


Each speaker will present a forty minute paper 
and then both speakers will be questioned 
from the audience. W. Carl Ketcherside and 
Charles Boatman will preside. Housing can 
be secured in nearby motels. For information 
address Charles Boatman at the school ad- 
dress above, or phone (314) 741-9898. 


HURTING THOSE WE LOVE 


They say the world is round—and yet 
I think it must be square— 

So many little hurts we get 
From corners, here and there. 

But there's one truth in life I've found 
While traveling East and West: 

The folks we really wound the worst 
Are those we love the best. 

We flatter those we scarcely know; 
We please the passing guest. 

And deal so many thoughtless blow 
To those we love the best. 

—Author unknown 





About That LIBERAL! 


M.E. Gray 


Tupelo, Mississippi 





Did Christ prove himself a "liberal" in pro- 
viding the BEST wine for the social event of 
John 2:7, 11? 


Did Christ show his "liberalism" in using the 
"loose"' woman of Samaria as his witness in 
John 4:19, 30? 


Was Christ’s rebuke of the beloved John's 
domineering, vanity in forbidding the man 
who was performing miracles, recorded in 
Iake 9:50, because HE FOLLOWED NOT US 
prove Christ a hopeless "liberal", or the 
apostles as self-righteous bigots? 


When did this man's power (not received by 
the laying on of apostolic hands) end? 


Was Christ too "liberal" when he cried out for 
the unrepentant mob "Father, forgive them 
for they know not what they do''’? (Lk. 23:34). 


By what "PLAN" of salvation was the thief 
saved as he hung suspended with the ''MAN" 
of the Cross? (Lk. 23:43). 


Did Paul's "liberalism" expressed in ff Cor. 
3:6, "The letter killeth, but the spirit giveth 
life''", separate him from the New Testament 
church and make him a false teacher to be 
"marked" by faithful Christians or 20th Cen- 
turn Pharisees? 


Was the recipient of the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven TOO “liberai' in instructing that 
LOVE be permitted to cover too many sins in 
1 Peter 4:8? 


Which of the above scriptural examples are 
binding upon the Church and upon us as indi- 
vidual Christians? Why? 


Were the pioneers of the Restoration Move- 
ment too "liberal" in saying ''We are not the 
only Christians, but Christians only''? 


Should the TRUE church mark N.B. Hardeman 
because he said repeatedly, "Not the ONLY 
Christians, but Christians only ?—and there- 
fore too liberal" for us? Or, should we in 
humility search all the scriptures, examine 
our church traditions, separate THE faith 
from OUR opinions, admit the difference be- 
tween our knowledge and the truth, acknow- 
ledge what fallible, uninspired translators 
have donetothe transladons of the translation 


of the translation of the inspired scriptures, 
end the folly of acting like we think we are 
inspired while verbally disclaiming all sem- 
blance of inspiration, love the brotherhood, 
do righteousness, seek the truth, honor the 
Lord and pray "Thy will be done'} THAT WE 
MAY BE SAVED! a 





Editor's Comments: It is true that many of 
our ploneer preachers would be declared 
"heretics" by today's brotherhood standards, 
and Iam confident that agood number of God's 
New Testament freachers wouldn't be able to 
land a preaching job in today's Christian(?} 
society. 

















 ————— 
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Discussing Law & Grace 


Probably the greatest difference between the 
legalist and those who understand freedom in 
Christ concerns the subject of law and grace. 
Is it not true that most of our brotherhood 
squabblings over petty doctrinal matters would 
dissolve if the subject was properly under- 
stood? I have heard brethren admit, and even 
one preacher, that they were legalists, but 
I'm sure they had no understanding of what 
legalism means in Christianity; and I have 
heard others forcefully deny that they were 
legalists but held concepts of new testament 
teachings that were legalistic to the core. 
This suggests to methat the subject is gener- 
ally misunderstood—or not understood. 


The credibility of this observation was en- 
hanced somewhat by a discussion with one of 
our local "bishops" recently. He made no 
bones about the fact that he disagreed with 
me on the subject of law and grace. (Well, 
IT have had experts to disagree with me, so 
what else is new?) He said, "One of us is 
wrong! If I'm wrong I'm going to hell; and 
if you're wrong you'll go to hell."" Naturally 
horrified over such a prospect, I inquired 
about our differences. He replied, ''You teach 
that we don't live under ANY law!" I asked, 
"How did you arrive at that conclusion?" He 
takes out a past issue of the Ensign Fair and 
quotes from the article ''iaw and Grace": 


‘You said, 'When Paul said that we are not 
justified by law he meant ANY law’, and there 
it is right there". (I suspect he read into that 


statement just exactly what he wanted it to 
rcad.) I pointed out to him that saying that 
we are not "JUSTIFIED" by any law is not the 
same as Saying that we don't LIVE under any 
law. I spent several minutes trying toexplain 
the difference, but he wowldn't have it. He 
couldn't see the difference, {I reminded him 
that in an issue immediately foltowing this 
one I had an article on ‘The Law of Christ" 
in which I tried to explain that we live under 
the law of Christ according to Gal. 6:2, Rom. 
13:8-10: John 13:34, 35; James 1:25, 2:12; Rom, 
6:14. But it didn't make a whole lot of differ- 
ence. He had already made up his mind and 
was not about tu be confused with facts. } 


suspected ovr “bishop’* had leanings inthe 
direction of lesalism) and so I gave him the 
old stand}»y test that flushes out legalists, the 
one about the good, faithful Christian who had 
served the Lord all his life, was driving down 
the highway, had an evii thought (maybe swore 
at the other driver) and was killed before he 
had 2 chance to repent. I asked the eldet, 
“Will this man be lost or saved?" “2 
it surprised me when he answered correcth, 
‘He will be saved." ‘'How can this be?-'’I 
asked, pressing him to defend his ansyer,. 
*Has he not sinned? and how can sin eter 
heaven?" 


It surprised me even more when he answered 


"Because he lived under the law of grace," 


Well said, and I began to think that my suspi- 
cions were wrong...maybe he wasn't legalistic 
after all. 


But then I ask him to explain how it was that 
this man who lived under the law of grace 
would be saved in spite of this moral sin, but 
that one of us being mistaken on the doctrine 
of law and grace would go to hell! Why would 
the law of grace apply to one but not to the 
other ? 


Yam still waiting for his explanation. 


¥ amconfident that our readers would also like 
to hear it. I don't claim perfect understanding 
on this subject, or any other for that matter, 
but if this elder iscorrect, then someone needs 
to take me aside and teach me the way more 
perfectly. 


Well, how would you score our bishop on the 
legal’ test? Alegalist would send the driver 
to heli, because ‘'no sin can enter heaven": 


but the one who has an understanding of grace 
would say that he is saved, because he lived 
under the law of Christ whose perpetual aton- 
ing blood continues to cleanse us from all 
unrighteousness. Onone hand the elder seems 
tu be legalistic, but on the other he seems to 
understand grace. Personally I think he ts 
just simply CON FUSED!—and I think there are 
« great number within the brotherhocd just 
like him. It is obvious that he has never 
really thought the matter through. For this 
reason preachers ought to preach more on 
law and grace, teachers should teach more, 
writers should write more, and elders should 
restrain themselves from sending people to 
hell until they understand the subject... then 
they will understand that it is God alone who 
has the prerogative of sending people to heil. 


The congregation of which this elder appears 
lo be the "'bishop'' of its eldership is an "ex"' 
subscriber to the Ensign Fair. They (the 
elders) had combed through past issues of the 
magazine to see if they could detect false 
teaching (strange they wouldn't have noticed 
jt the first time around). The only thing they 
could find, they said, was this teaching on 
Lav and Grace—which they had twisted all out 
of-shape, The bishop put it this way: 


We (the elders) had to take a ‘'POSITION" 
In this subject, and we took the one taken 
by lhe Gospel Advocate and Guy N. Woods." 


Apgarently they had not given much thought to 
the doctrine prior to this. 


Not being a sub- 


. sctriber to the Gospel Advocate, nor a disciple 
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of Guy N. Woods, I had no idea how they might 
differ (if at all) from Paul in Romans 6:14, 
For sin will have no dominion cver you, 
since you are not under law bat under grace." 
But likeany good Campbeliltel reminded them 
that since theywere going to take a position” 
it would befar better to let the Bible establish 
it, rather than take a stand on the authority 
of a "position-paper'’ or on an uninspired 
teacher. To me it was rather shocking to 
learn that a group of elders, appointed to be 
spiritual leaders over the Lord's flock, would 
selectsucha dangerous method of determining 
their doctrinal position. This says also that 
this eldership is not capable of thinking for 
themselves. For my own peace of mind [ am 
gOing to assume that this eldership is an ex- 
ception within the brotherhood; for, unless 
other elderships are far better equipped with 
knowledge and wisdom, then we're in real 
troubie. 
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Editorial 


Qne previously stated goal of the Ensign Fair 
is to present opposite views on troublesome 
doctrinal issues in the interest of balance. 
One problem that has long been a stickler 
within the Church of Christ {as well as with 
other denominations) concerns the subject of 
“divorce and remarriage." For too long 
brethren have been exposed to only one side 
of the marriage question and the importance 
of the subject demands balance. Too many 
lives have been ruined by the ill-advice offer- 
ed by preachers untrained in the field of 
marriage counseling, as well as being un- 
skilled in the handlingof God's word. Preach- 
ers quoting New Testament "STATUTES" on 
divorce and remarriage without considering 
the dispensation in reference, and the context 
in which they appear have created much 
misery, unhappiness, and guilt feelings in 
divorced couples who come to the Lord for 
comfort and salvation. Countless numbers of 
divorced Christians who love the Lord have 
given up the hope of heaven because some 
preacher set himself up as judge and placed 
burdens upon them too heavy to bear. Many 
potential converts have been turned from 
heaven's door by"'law'' quoting preachers who 
insist upon divorce before baptism! What 
happened to GOOD NEWS? -—the gospel! How 
is this to be reconciled with Jesus' words, 
"Come to me, all who labor and are heavy 
laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke 
upon you, and learn from me; for I am gentle 
and lowly in heart, and you will find rest for 
your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my 
burden is light.'' Telling a happily married 
couple with children that they must divorce 
before becoming Christians cannot be made 
compatible with these comforting words of 
Jesus. 

Yet, I know of preachers who are not satisfied 
with what they preachon marriage and divorce, 
but they simply don’t know what elseto preach. 
What they need is exposure to other views. 


| Whatever may be the conclusion we reach on 


divorce and remarriage, our anSwers must 
reflect the fusion of both Law and Gospel, but 
never one or the other alone. It is along 
these lines that Michael Hall offers some 
important thoughts in his article titled, ‘A 
Jewish Interview With Jesus”, page 3. 


(continued on page 6) 
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An Analysis of Matthew 19 


A Jewish Interview With Jesus 
- about divorce 


MICHAEL HALL 
3708 Maple Leaf Dr. 
Bloomington, IN 47401 


Once upon a time there were some 
Jews who argued about divorce. The 
conservatives interpreted the law to 
conclude that adultery was the sole 
ground for divorce. The liberal group 
concluded that divorcewas permitable 
for nearly every cause. The students 
of Shammai and Hillel argued about it 
every chance they could get. It was a 
hot issue for them. 


Then came Jesus. His new movement 
and His reputation as a teacher with 
authority made Him a formidable op- 
ponent. The two rabinica) schools of 
Pharisees approached Him, ''tempting 
Him" to see whose side He would take 
in the controversy. 


The verse which caused their herme- 
neutic problem was Deuteronomy 24: 
1-4. This was the "Writing of Divorce- 
ment" which Moses commanded. The 
cause was "uncleanness."' But what 
did that mean? The Hebrew word 
literally meant "nakedness," or that 
which was "unseemly." Is that to mean 
only adultery or could it be more ex- 
tensive? 


Now just for the record, the conser- 
vative Pharisees wereundoubtly wrong 
about "uncleanness" being exclusively 
“adultery.’' For adultery was speci- 
fically punishable by DEATH (Lev. 20: 
10; Deut. 22:22). The "uncleanness" 
then, had to refer to something OTHER 
than adultery. The liberal group was 
wrong too; ‘’uncleanness" was not a 
license to divorce for any insignificant 
or trivial cause. 


THE DIALOGUE 


The Pharisees had hoped to get Jesus 
caught on the hornof a dilemma. They 


posed a question for Him: "Is it lawful 
for a man to put away his wife for 
every cause?" (v. 3). The subject of 
Matthew 19 was not marriage, nor was 
it divorce. It was the CAUSE for ad- 
vorcing. The controversy concerned 
the GROUNDS for divorce. Was it for 
“every cause” or just for adultery? 


Jesus' first response ignored their 
question. He didn't want to approach 
the subject from the perspective of 
HOW TO DISSOLVE a marriage. He 
wanted rather to address Himself con- 
cerning how to make marriage a deep- 
ening relationship. Jesus' dialogue 
revealed that He went for their flippant 
attitude toward something holy. 


"He which made themat the begin- 
ning made them male and female 
and said: 'For THIS CAUSE shall 
a man leave father and mother 
and shall cleave to his wife and 
they twain shall be one flesh.‘ 
Wherefore they areno more twain 
but one flesh. What therefore 
God has joined together, let not 
man put asunder"”’ (4-6). 


The Pharisees inquired about CAUSES 
for putting the wife away. Jesus point- 
ed to the CAUSE for a couple coming 
together in the first place as a union 
of love and the reason they should 
stick together. The Pharisees wanted 
to discuss splitting the couple up. 


Jesus wanted to discuss how a couple 
could cleave to the other till they 
would become "one flesh.'' Jesus 
wanted to talk about God's Ideal Plan 
for marriage. Jesus went back to the 
beginning and affirmed that God plan- 
ned for union and ‘one fleshness', not 
for divorce. God, in fact, HAD NO 





PLAN FOR DIVORCE. There was no 
desire or purpose that husbands and 
wives should split up. Divorce wasn't 
part of the Ideal Planfor ANY REASON 
AT ALL! 


“. .~BUT JESUS!" 


The answer Jesus gave didn't satisfy. 
Jesus had not dealt with their original 
question, the GROUNDS for divorce. 
The rabinical Pharisees’ therefore 
objected and probed deeper. ''They 
say unto Him, 'Why did Moses then 
command to give a writing of divorce~ 
ment and to put her away ?''(v.7). The 
interview was about what was "lawful'' 
and what ''Moses" commanded. What, 
then, about Moses? What does Deut- 
eronomy 24 mean? 


While Jesus didn't want to even get 
into discussing Deut. 24, the Pharisees 
called His hand and forced Him to 
deal with it. That's because Deut. 24 
speaks of aPlan that's less than God's 
Ideal Plan. It is a kind of "Plan B'"' 
when the first and ideal purpose didn't 
work. It is God's legislation that 
commands divorce when two people 
fail to love as they shovld. Why? 
"Because of the hardness of their 
hearts.’ God knew that worse evils 
would be committed if He enforced the 
marriage ideal and made it indissolv- 
able. That's why He allowed divorce 
as an alternative. 


Deuteronomy 24 is God's admission 
that there are less than IDEAL situa- 
tions in life; that people fail, and that 
people do become insensitive to what 
is best. Further, since God is a 
Father and not a Slave - Master, He 
acts to letus know that man was not 
made for marriage, but that marriage 
was made for man. That is to Say, 
Marriage serves a very definite pur- 
pose and when that purpose is not 
being fulfilled, when the participants 
in marriage are suffering and growing 
bitter because of the relationship, 
divorce is better than allowing wrath 
and bitterness to grow until worse 
evils are committed; i.e., murder, 


hateful relationships, etc. 


The divorcement writing also served 
to deter divorce. ft was added as 
‘red tape’ to slow down the process of 
dissolving a marriage. It underscored 
how serious divorce was to God. 


The passage in Deuteronomy also ex- 
emplifies for us the ''principle of God's 
toleration.'' While He didn't plan for 
divorce, while He didn't purpose di- 
vorce, while He longs for the Ideal 
Plan, God will tolerate and allow 
something less if the spirit of the law 
can be better fulfilled by it. Itis a 
realistic approach that gives hope to 
those whose lives have been messed 
up and are in less than ideal circum- 
stances. 


The principle of God's tolerance can 
be seen in the very kingdom of Israel. 
It grieved God when Israel chose a 
king-rule, but He allowed it. He al- 
lowed polygamy of the patriarchs, the 
concubinage of the kings, the men of 
David who ate the food of the priests 
when they were starving, etc. With 
God, PEOPLE matter more _ than 
PROGRAMS. God is the God of the 
sezond-chance, the new birth! 


JESUS’ FINAL WORDS 


Jesus ended the conversation (at least 
all that's recorded)with the Pharisees 
by explaining WHY God went to Plan B 
and allowed divorce. Jesus had af- 
firmed that itwasnot theoriginalplan, 
"but from the beginning it wasnot so." 
He concluded by interpreting Deut. 24 
as meaning something midway between 
what the two rabinical schools said it 
meant. 


I say unto you, Whosoever shall 
put away his wife, except it be for 
fornication, and shall marry a- 
nother; does commit adultery; and 
whoso marries her that is put 
away does commit adultery (v. 9). 


Although adultery and fornication are 
generally synomous, referring to the 
act of sexual unfaithfulness, adultery 
is more specific than fornication. 


THE NINTH VERSE OF MATTHEW IS 
NOT A NEW LAW FOR THE CHRIST- 
IAN CHURCH. IT 1S A CORRECTED 
INTERPRETATION OF THE JEWISH 
SCRIPTURES! 





Fornication is from porneia (compare 
our ‘pornography’)which is best trans- 
lated “unchastity.'' It doesn't just 
refer to wrongful sexual conduct with 
another person; it refers to many 
things which might be classified as 
**unchaste." 


What was Jesus getting at? He was 
underlining how holy marriage is! It 
is not something which we can flip- 
pantly dissolve over trivial matters. 
It is something that is serious busi- 
ness and involves something that is 
genuinely destructive to the persons 
in the relationship. It can be broken 
up when something that is unchaste is 
allowed to corrupt, pervert or corrode 
the relationship. Then the dissolving 
of the marriage is allowed in the 
interest of the people. 


The ninth verse of Matthew is not a 
new law for the Christian church. It 
is a corrected interpretation of the 
Jewish scriptures! This is not to be 
seen as a kind of Christian Sinaic 
Pronouncement of law. It is in fact 
the very heart of the Law of Moses 
and the meaning of Deut. 24. Jesus 
was Simply reiterating the spirit and 
purpose of the law in emphasizing that 
putting away the wife was 2n extremely 
serious matter that should involve 
something truly destructive to the 
people in the union. 


To do otherwise, that is, to put away 
one’s mate in the covenant of marriage 
and marry another for some trivial 
is to "commit adultery.'' Further, the 
one who marries the one put away for 
an insignificant matter, is to commit 
aduitery. In other words, a person 
sins when they enter into a relationship 
of marriage with one that was not di- 
vorced for something truly destructive. 


This is not a continuous sin. The 


tense of the Greek verb does not ex-° 

clusively indicate such. 
The fundamental significance of 
the present tense is the idea of 
progress. Itis the linear tense. 
This is NOT, however, its ex- 
clusive significance. It is a 
MISTAKE to suppose ‘tiuat the 
durative meaning monopolizes the 
present stem' (m. 1119), since_ 
there is no aorist tense for the 
present time, the present time, 
as used in the indicative, must do 
service for BOTH linear anu punc- 
tiliar action.” (A manual Gram- 
mar of theGreek New Testament, 
Dana and Mantey, p. 181, 182). 


Adultery is not ‘lived in', it is '’com- 
mitted.’ The former marriage was 
adulterated because it was sound and 
there was no valid reason for it being 
dissolved. 


Divorce is wrong. Why? Not because 
the two are actually still married. No. 
They are divorced. There has been a 
dissolvement of their union. The one 
has been “put away". Why then is it 
wrong? Because the covenant of love 
was severed over something silly, 
frivolous and trivial. It could have 
been worked out and should have been. 
The creative healing power of the Lord 
could have been applied to the unhealthy 
marriage or a Situation of pain and they 
could have learned how to love instead 
of living selfishly. Instead, they ended 
a perfectly sound marriage that should 
have and could have functioned as 
Ideally planned. 


THE DISCIPLES BUTTED IN 


Later, the disciples of Jesus queried 
Him about His view of Jewish law and 
the strictness and sacredness with 
which Jesus presented God's law. It 
seemed extremely exclusive to the 12 
apostles. They weren't used to the 
law being interpreted so stringently. 
Look at their response! 


If the case of the man be so with 
his wife, it is not good to marry" 
(v. 10). 





It was a hard saying to them. They 
were awed by how serious Jesus took 
the marriage union. "Every reason" 
was not sufficient grounds. There had 
to be a real threat to the partners of 
the marriage before they could just 
dissolve it! 


The disciples seemed to find that re- 
pulsive. They seemed to suggest to 
Jesus that it would be better, then, just 
not to get involved with awomanwitha 
bunch of legal entanglements. Per— 
haps they were suggesting having the 
marriage relationship without any 
legal red tape. 


But he said unto them; All men 
cannot receive this saying, save 
they to whom it is given. For 
there are EUNUCHS, which were 
so bornfrom their mother's womb; 
and there are some eunuchs, which 
were made eunuchs of men; and 
there be eunuchs, which have 
made themselves eunuchs for the 
kingdom of heaven's sake. He 
that is able to receive it, let him 
receive it." (vv. 11, 12) 


What is Jesus getting around to? It is 
this: EVERYBODY & NOT ABLE TO 
LIVE UP TO A CELIBATE LIFE! 
"It is not everybody who can live up 
to this, replied Jesus, only those who 
have a special gift" (Phillips). ''True, 
but this truth is not practicable for 
everyone, it is only for those who have 
the gift'' (Moffatt). 


LEAVING THE SUBJECT UNDE FINED 
AND VAGUE IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 
SCRIPTURES MEANS THAT WE ARE 
NOT LIVING UNDER LAW NOW, BUT 
UNDER GRACE 


Jesus is NOT making a hard and fast 
rule here about remarriage. He denies 
it. ‘All men cannot receive this say- 
ing..." "He that is able to receive it, 
let him receiveit."’ Becoming a eunuch 
{i.e., one who is without sexual drive, 
impulse, need, etc. }is the only total 
answer that will never get one tied up 
in legal knots. But, Jesus disowns 








making it a hard and fast rule. Men 
and women do not HAVE to become 
eunuchs just because they've had their 
lives messed up by divorce and/or 
remarriage. Some can accept it, some 
cant. Let those who can, accept it. 
What about the others? There was no 
more word. That was the end of the 
interview and discussion. It would 
have been a great place to lay down 
specific rules for divorced and re- 
married people. But He Jaid down 
NONE! The discussion was ended. 
Jesus had been discussing the true 
import of Jewish iegislation anyway 
and Matthew 19needs to be kept in that 
context and background. Leaving the 
subject undefined and vaguein the New 
Testament Scriptures means that we 
are not livingunder law now, but grace. 
It means that there is hope and good 
news even for those who have been 
divorced! oO 





Mea ee See from page 2 


Once again Bro. Ketcherside puts his 
finger on the brotherhood pulse and 
properly diagnoses a long - standing 
ailment in his ‘Satisfying Myths" on 
page 7. Who can deny that the myth 
of which he speaks is that which has 
made us''sectarian''—and as sectarian, 
a denomination. It requires more than 
just denying that we are adenomination 
to disprove the fact that we are. When 
"Church of Christ members" refer to 
"Church of Christ preachers" who 
preach "Church of Christ doctrine" in 
"Church of Christ buildings", we meet 
all the essential requirements for a 
denomination. This fact shouldn't 
disturb anyone because to denominate 
anything is simply to identify it. What 
should disturb us is our persistent 
denial of an obvious fact and the ad- 
verse effect it hasonothers—who may 
rightly call our spiritual sanity into 
question. Many denominations make 
the same claim as we do concerning 


(turn to page 8) 








Satisfying Myths - w. cari ketcherside 


lIT IS DIFFICULT TO FACE REALITY AND TO MAKE THE 


CHANGES IT ALWAYS REQUIRES. CHANGE IS NEVER EASY 
BUT IS INEVITABLE IF ONE IS REALISTIC. 


Man is comfortable with myths. This 
is especially true if they flatter him, 
give him a sense of security, and make 
it unnecessary to face further critical 
examination vf his ideas. It is difficult 
toface reality and to make thechanges 
it always requires. Change is never 
easy but is inevitableif oneis realistic. 
There is built into us an inborn aver- 
sion to change. We donot want to be 
disturbed. We do not want the nest 
Stirred up. We resent challenge of 
things as they are and have been by 
those who prod us into considering 
what they ought to be andcould become. 
Wedonot want tobe''tormented before 
our time’’ as some fairly contented 
demons put it when confronted by 
Christ. 


Although any amendment of thought is 
resisted and stifled, perhaps in no 
other area of existence ischange made 
so reluctantly as in that of religious 
convictions. This is good because it 
is a tribute to the depth and power of 
spiritual thought. We may be grateful 
toa beneficient Creator who construct- 
ed us with such a devotion to faith that 
it grips us even when that in which we 
trust is without genuine basis of fact. 


Every religious party on earth which 
owes its existence to courageous re- 
formation reaches a plateau where it 
bitterly decries further reformation. 
It regards every attempt at ongoing 
reform as denying the faith. it brands 
as heresy every questioning of the 
status quo. Like wine resting on its 
lees it settles down unrippled and 
unquestioning. It wants to remain that 
way. There must be no fermentation 
of thought, no fresh winds blowing 
across the surface. This should 


probably create caution which would 
forbid my writing as I shali in this 
little article, but I love truth more 
than acclaim. I am committed to it 
even though itripsmy idols from their 
pedestal and flings me broken and 
contrite before the Throne of God. 
ate) 
Wherever my Father has a chidd, 


there | have a brother or sister... 


Or ee ee SS 
The saints with whom I am more 
closely identified have operated under 
a myth for many decades. For many 
years J accepted that myth as reality. 
I proclaimed and sought to cefend it. 
That myth consists of an assumption 
that the Church of Christ as listed in 
the United States Census is identical 
with the body of Christ, and is exclu- 
sively and entirely, positively and 
positionally, the one holy, catholic 
and apostolic church of God upon earth, 
a Claim made byno other organization 
except that one whose headguarters 
are in the Vatican inRome. Our breth- 
ren, rather arrogantly I think, adorn 
the cornerstones of their temples 
made with men's hands with the chis- 
eled inscription —Church of Christ, 
Established 33 A.D. 


The factis that we are the crystalli- 
zation ofa historic movement launched 
by thoughtful Presbyterians and others, 
about J809, as "a project to unite the 
Christians in all of the sects." When 
it became obvious they did not all want 
to be united by us or with us, we were 
left with those whodreamedof restor-= 
ing the ancient order of things. We 
banded them together to express their 
worship to God, and created another 
party in the same communities where 
we had sought to unite all who loved 





the common Lord. It was not tong 
until those who came into the move- 
ment began to regard as enemies and 
aliens those who did not, so the party 
was denominated Church of Christ to 
distinguish its adherents from those 
whose signboards bore other designa~ 
tions and denominations. 


Every religious Pporty on earth 
which owes its existence to 
courageous reformation reaches 
@ plateau where it bitterly 
decries further reformation. 


————SS_ SSS eS SS Sy 
But the body of Christ is composed of 
every saved person upon this earth. 
Not one such person is outside of it. 
They are not all in our corral nor any 
other corral constructed by men in an 
attempt to reproduce the one body. 
The fellowship of the Spirit, like the 
body of Christ, embraces every indi- 
vidual who isinunion withGod through 
faith in the Son, which is validated by 


obedience. Wherever my Father has 
a child, there I have a brother or 
sister and I sigh for that day when we 
can openly manifest and demonstrate 
it in the unity of the Spirit. I shall not 
deny the existence of that unity merely 
because of our temporary inability to 
show it forth in our fragmented 
condition. 


Pentecost was the birthday of the one 
body. The family of God was gathered 
and congregated and given being on 
that day. But we must never forget 
that it would have existed if there had 
never been a restoration movement. 


It was not the birth of Thomas or 
Alexander Campbell but the death of 
Jesus which gave us room for hope. 
The family of God is greater than any 
movement within it. a 





139 Signal Hill Drive. 
St. Louis, Missouri 63121 





EDITORIAL (from page 6) 


the ''true’’ church, except they readily 
admit that they are a denomination. 
Painting a sign to read, Church of 
Christ Meets Here doesn't change a 
thing. To identify even the "true’’ 
church of Christ is to denominate it; 
and there is no other way around it. 


CHURCH AILMENTS 


Last month I simply ran out of space 
before I completed the discussion on 
church problems (not that the subject 
will ever be completed), which Bro. 
Baxter refers toas our "church crisis'! 
There's still a few items that needs 
discussion. Lest I leave the impres— 
sion that I am simply being ‘anti 
establishment”, let me assureyou thata 
great number of brethren see the same 
problems as I see and they are speak- 
ing out. My primary concern is for 
the welfare of the Lord's church and 
Iam confident that this expresses the 





motive for al! who point out our church 
ills. For this, no great in-depth per— 
ception is required; just observation. 


We must keep in mind, too, that even 
if we discover the cause or causes for 
our shortcomings, unless there is an 
humble willingness on the part of 
brethren to right those wrongs, then 
all the discussion in the world won't 
change a thing. We must admit that 
we in the Church of Christ are some~ 
thing less than perfect. 


Most of what I will say in this writing 
is purely negative. It is regrettable, 
but it must be said. Some consider it 


(turn to page i7) 





any Scriptures teach that 
the church has a primary 
and a secondary owner- 
ship. Christ owns it by 
purc hase with his own blood. He has 
all authority to pronounce the terms 
of entrance and the type of life he ex- 
pects members to live. However, the 
saints own it and possess it as a gift 
from Christ, and by the relationship 
they sustain to him and to each other. 


I approached a preacher and hisyoung 
son painting a rural church building 
and asked, “How many members do 
you have in this church?" "I don't 
have any at all,'’repjied the preacher, 
"I hope the Lord has a few."" I knew 
he meant that he “had no church," so 
I said, "You have not read your New 


Testament lately as closely as you 
should. "' 


Another encamnter was with an elder 
in the lord's church, a godly man, 
and a foreman of a work crew. In our 
conversation he said, "A man on my 
jod asked me, ‘How do you become a 
member of your church'—know what I 
said?" I bad a fair idea but I bade 
him continue! He said, "I said, 'I 
don't have a church’."' I asked, "Did 
you tell him the truth?” He said, "I'm 
certain I did, aren'tyou?" "Iam sure 
you did not,''I replied, ‘but I admire 
your sincerity."’ After reading him a 
list of scriptures, he said, "You have 
really given me something to think 
about."’ The following £ hope will im~ 
press my readers as much. 


Each of the above encounters reveals 
a commonly held, widely circulated 
error among churches of Christ, i.e., 
"T have no church." In the Hardeman/ 


| Author's Note: This article is a condensation of a chapter from 
"Creeds Under Fire", which I hope to publish by 20 June, 1977. 


Whose @hurch Is It? 


Don J. Ottinger 


Bogard debate, Brother N.B. Harde- 
man said, 


"...nor will anybody else ever 
get to heaven unless he is in that 
heaven-born, blood bought, and 
world-wide institution known as 
the church of the living God..." 
(Hardeman/Bogard Debate, Gos- 
pel Advocate Co., Nashville, 1938 
p. 193). 


To this truth Bogard countered, 


"I just want the fact to go into the 
book that I am debating a high- 
Class gentleman who honestly 
thinks thatall Baptists, Methodists, 
Presbyterians, and others, who 
happen not to belong to his church, 
the one he belongs to, will make 
their bed in hell..." (ibid, p. 199, 
200). 


Few would question that Dr. Bogard 
was one of the finest Baptist debaters, 
and he probably knew he could provoke 
the distinguished Hardeman into over- 
reacting. Bro. Hardeman replied, 


“Dr. Bogard suggests I announce 
this afternoon that everybody that 
wasn't in my church couldn't be 
saved. Well, he just missed that. 
I never claimed to have achurch" 
(ibid. p. 209). 


Bogard responded, 


"Oh, he said, ‘I haven't got any 
church.' I think you are right 
about that. The thing you call a 
church is not a church at all, but 
..- 'The Churchof Christ’. ..means 
something denominational just the 
same as any other denominational 








name’ (ibid, p. 221). 
Our proclivity to human creeds gave 
occasion toa Baptist preacher to ap- 
proach irreverence. That puts _ it 
mildly. I hate to admit it but I don't 
think Bogard's last sixtcen words can 
be successfully disputed by anyone. 


Fellow preachers, writers, and editors 
of churches of Chrisi: Our sfelling 
"church'"' with a small ''c'’ when the 
word is part of a proper name, with 
all the rules saying the lower case ''c" 
must be a capital ''C" will not relieve 
us of the error of having dénomination- 
alized the expression, 
“church of Christ" 

Such biunders will only show we are 
determined to crystallize a bit of our 
creedal ignorance. Bogard, because 
of his creedalism, could not teach the 
truth on the ownership of the church, 
so Hardeman held firmly to an article 
of a human creed that he "has no 
church.'"’ Note Hardeman's reply: 


‘Oh, he said, 'Hard.:nan says he 
does not have a church.' Noin- 
deed, I do not. {| never talk, as 
Baptists do, about 'my church, ' 
"his church." and ‘her church’... 
It is not mine." (ibid, p, 232), 


Many good men have held the error 
that we can never scripturally say 
“my church” or "our church", 


WHAT SAITH THE SCRIPTURES? 


The church belongs toChrist. He owns 
it. Jesus said to Peter, "...upon this 
rock I will build my church” (mou ek- 
klesian, the "church of me'') (Matt. 16: 
18). All true local churches, and the 
church universal, belongs to Christ: 
".,.The Godof our Lord Jesus Christ, 
the Father of glory...gave him to be 
the head over all things to the church, 
which is his body. .."* (Eph. 1:17, 22, 23; 
Col. 1:18, 24; 2:9, 10). 


The church universal and al) true local 
churches belong to God the Father. 
"The church of God which is at Cor- 
inth’” (2 Cor. 1:1); "the churches of 
God whichin Judeaare in Christ Jesus'' 
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(1 Thess. 2:14). 
of this fact. 


The church belongs to the saints here 
below. It possesses all, and is pos- 
sessed by, God's children. The Holy 
Spirit through Daniel the prophet had 
somewhat to say about the saints pos~ 
sessing (owning) the kingdom: 


These are examples 


‘And the kingdom and dominion, 
and the greatness of the kingdom 
under the whole heaven, shall be 
GIVEN TOTHE PEOPLE OF THE 
SAINTS OF THE MOST HIGH, 
whose kingdom is an everlasting 
kingdom, and all dominions shall 
serve and obey him. Hithertois 
the end of the matter..." (Dan. 7: 
27,28, caps mine, djo). 


"Fear not, little flock, for it is 
your Father's good pleasure TO 
GIVE YOU THE KINGDOM" (Luke 
12:32, caps mine, djo). 


It is possible that Daniel and Jesus 
were anticipating the foolishness that 
it is unsound language for saints to 
say "our church" and "my church." 


Anything God has given me, spiritual 
or temporal,is mine and no one shal}, 
without my protest, tell me {f cannot 
say itis! Hence in all Christian free- 
dom I proclaim that the church is 

mine and itis yours, The gospel that 
produced it, and the Savior who bought 
tl, are mine and yours, if we will have 
it and him 





Pa. refers to the church as"...chur- 
ches of the Gentiles” (Gentile's chur= 
ches) (Rom. 16:3, 4); '...churches of 
the saints (saint's churches) (1Cor. 14: 
33); '...churches of Galatia’ (Galatia's 
churches) (1 Cor. 16:1; Gal. 1:2); ""... 
churches of Macedonia" (Macedonia's 
churches (2 Cor. 8:1; see also Gal. 1: 
22; Rev. 3:14). 


In afront page Gospel Advocate article 
(May 16, 1963), L. O. Sanderson said, 
"The church is Christ's (Acts 20:28) 
so it is the church of (belonging to) 
Christ."" Iam in total agreement with 
brother Sanderson, but if ‘Church of 


(belonging to) Christ" is accurate (and 
it is), then the "church of (belonging 
to) the Thessoionians" must also be 
accurate. In some clear sense the 
church of God in that ancient city be- 
longed to the saints who were mem- 
bers of it. 


A creedal objector may cry out, "Why, 
‘church OF the Thessolonians' only 
means the 'churchAT Thessolonica’". 
Wrong! When the Lord meant location 
he did not use "of". He used "at" and 
"in. 'In't the church that was "at" 
Antioch (Acts 13:1); the church which 
was "in" Jerusalem (Acts 11:22). 


In the same article Bro. Sanderson 
said, 'It is the church of the firstborn 
(Heb, 12:23); Christ is the firstborn 
(Col. 1:15,18); hence, church of Christ". 


It is true Christ is the singular first- 
born of Romans 8:29, and the verses 
in Colossians, but he is not the plural 
firstborn of Hebrews 12:23. "To the 
general assembly and church of the 
firstbornwhoARE enrolledinheaven.." 
(caps mine, djo). Can you imagine 
anyone saying, "Christ are"? It was 
the "solemn gathering of all God's 
elder sons" (Goodspeed's New Testa- 
ment). It was the "assembly of first- 


born ones" (J.B. Rotherham Bible). 


When a cherished dogma is carefully 
examined, someone will be expected 
to ask, ''But what will you have gained 
when you have established the truth of 
your contention?"' Such a question 
really means the querist holds that 
some truths are af little value. I dis— 
sent. We have so over - emphasized 
the truth that Deity owns the church, 
and the error that we do not in any 
sense own it, that we have raised up 
several generations whofeel they have 
little, if any, responsibility toward 
supporting it financially, or in any 
other way. 


Human creeds often make us walk a 
tight wire when we try to defend them 
instead of abandoning them. The church 
and its Christian gospel belong to their 
divine author, but they also belong to 
us in quite another sense. We may 
safely say, "my" and "our" church is 
Christ's church. "My" and "our''gos - 
pel is His gospel also (see Rom. 2:16; 
16:25; 2 Cor. 4:3; 1 Thess. 1:5; 2 Thess. 
2:14; and 2 Tim. 2:8). These passages 
carry "my gospel" and/or "our gospel." 
The church is God's people. 'Our 
church" (Titus 3:14, ASV). o 
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...and in this corner Pervie Nichols 
of Clinton, Mississippi, editor of the 
misnomered ''The Bible Way", comes 
Out each month swinging at something 
or somebody. In his February editor- 
ial he leveled a double-barreled blast 
at the Ensign Fair and its editor; i.e., 
"liberal", ‘false teacher", "out to 
restructure or destroy the church"'— 
the whole sectarian bit. (But he says 
he "loves" me, soI guess that makes 
itallspiritually legitimate.) In another 
issue he devoted all his pages to the 
"innovation'' of "Children’s Worship" 
which, according to him, is sure to 


il 


send the church reeling off into apos- 
tasy! In Ketcherside language, Bro. 
Nichols plucks firebrands out of the 
fire and waves them around hoping to 
create a flame, and when that one 
dies out he grabs another. Pervie 
has all the earmarks of an "issue" 
just looking for someplace to break 
out! How sad it is when our talented 
brethren spend their &ame and energies 
policeing the brotherhood instead of 
"keeping the unity of the Spirit in the 
bond of peace'’'—but some can't seem 
to make it in any other way. [7 


a 





Today's English Version 
(TEV) 


New International Version 
(N IV) Rhoderick D. Ice 





Editor's Note 


we discover some- 
thing later that we feel 
worthy of print, this is 
the last article in the 
series reviewing Bibie 
translations. 


Unless 


We have attempted only to 
present a general review 
of those Bible Versions 
now in vogue, with the 
prayer that we might re- 
move some of the fear and 
distrust surrounding what 
we believe to be valid 
translations of the Word 
of God, Should our readers 
desire that we delve 
deeper into the study of 
translations, they should 
let us  know--even though 
the subject would require 
the efforts of | someone 
better qualified than this 

editor. 


R. D. Yce is exceptionally 
well. qualified to bring 
us up to date on two of 
Our more recent and very 
popular Bible Versions, 
the TEV and NIV. He has 
spent much time in their 
Study and use and_ has 
written several articles 
for brotherhood pavers, 
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New Kensington, Pa, 





As we peer into the future, it seems 
evident to this scribe that the two 
most important Versions of Script:re 
are and will be, the TEV and NIV! 


By the middle of 1974, some 50,000.000 
(fifty million) copies of the TEV had 
been distributed. I believe time will 
show that this Version has already 
become the third Authorized Version. 
I believe this is God's will. 


The NIV is rapidly being accepted by 
the leaders in the Churches of Christ. 
The full page ads in most of the 
brotherhood catalogs show this. I 
believe the NIV is a worthy successor 
to the ASV. 


Facts are stubborn things. Wishful 
thinking will not change them. They 
must be accepted. Here are some 
facts about the TEV and NIV. 


TOO MANY VERSIONS ? 


In the time from 1611 to 1968, looking 
only at our English language, thirty 
complete versions of the Bible inEng- 
lish were produced; plus eighty ver- 
sions of the New Testament only; plus 
one-hundred fifty versions of one book 
or more. As you can see, the Bible 
has been ahighly translated book over 
the years! Of all these versions since 
the KJV, only the TEV has been ac- 
cepted by the common people—tfifty 
million copies to date. 


PURPOSE (fru:n the Preface to the TEV) 
"This translation of the New Testament has been prepared by the American _ 


Bible Society for the people who speak English eitheras their mother tongue 
Or aS an acquired language. As a distinctly new translation, it does not 
conform to traditional vocabulary or style, but seeks to express the mean- 
ing of the Greek text in words and forms accepted as standard by people 
everywhere who employ English as a means of communication. Today's 
English Version of the New Testament attempts to follow, in this century, 
the example set by the authors of the New Testament books, who, for the 
most part, wrote in the standard or common form of the Greek language 
used throughout the Roman Empire. As much as possible, words and forms 
not in current use have been avoided; but no rigid limit has been set to the 


| vocabulary employed." 


BOTH FOLLOW THE CORRECTED 
GREEK TEXT 


Those who use the American Standard 
Version of 1901 know that some verses 
and parts of verses that appear in the 
KJV are omitted. This is due to the 
fact that they donot appear in the most 
accurate Greek text. For this reason 
the ASV is still opposed by certain 
denominations. Both the TEV and the 
NIV follow the most accurate Greek 
text, and therefore omit certain things 
that did not form part of the originai 
New Testament. . 

In the Introduction tothe TEV, we read: 
"The text from which this translation 
was made is the Greek New Testament 
preparedby an international committee 
of New Testament scholars, sponsored 
by several members of the United Bi- 
bie Societies, and published in 1966. 
Verses marked with brackets are not 
in the oldest and best manuscripts of 
the New Testament." 


Note that the scholars had more than 
2,000 manuscripts and parts of man- 
uscripts from which to prepare this 
corrected text. 


"When the English revisers in 1831 
published the English Revised Bible 
(which we have as the ASV, rdi), 
they foundover five thousand places 
in the New Testament that needed 
correcting in the light of older ana 
more accurate Greek manuscripts. 
it should be said that the Textus 
Receptus (1550, rdi) was not a bad 
text. It was essentially correct, 
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and no doctrinal affirmations are 
at stake in the more accurate text. 
But in working with the Book of 
Books we are not satisfied with a 
*good' text. We want the best we 
can get, as near as possible, both 
in meaning and in letter, to the 
actual originals of the book of the 
New Testament."' —from ''Why So 
Many Bibles? ? ?' 


J.W. McGarvey, one of the greatest 
scholars of the Churches of Christ, 
said this at the Missovri Christian 
Lectures in July, 1883, about the Eng- 
lish Revised Version (our ASV, rdi). 


"The Canterbury revision of the 
New Testament should now totally 
supplant the King James version, 
not only because it is a great im 
provement asaversion, but because 
it is the only representative in 
English of the corrected Greek 
text. Aman is not safe in venturing 
upon the exegesis of a single pas- 
sage by the aid of the old version 
until he shall have compared it 
carefully with the new; and rather 
than be continually making these 
comparisons, it is better to at once 
adopt the new into exclusive use." 


David Lipscomb, writing in the Gospel 
Advocate of April 9, 1890, said this as 
he compared the Authorized Version 
(KJV) with the Revised Version of 
1881-1885. "It is a mistake that the 
reformation was based on it (the KJV, 
rdi). Alexander Campbell rejected it, 











adopted MacKnight and Doddridge's 
(the Living Oracles, rdi), and did 
more to bring about the late revision 
than any other man on earth." 


VARIANT READINGS 


Nothing will change the fact that there 
are two endings to Mark's Gospel. A 
footnote in the Gospel Advocate Com- 
mentary on Mark's Gospel says: ''The 
two oldest Greek manuscripts, and 
some other authorities, omit from 
verse 9 to the end. Some other author- 
ities have a different ending to the 
Gospel." 


The Regius and Athos manuscripts 
(along with others) give both endings. 
Both fragments are considered authen- 
tic, and the TEV gives both endings, 
while the NIV gives only the longer 
ending. This makes no change in any 
doctrine or basic belief. However, you 
must be honest about such things. (The 
KJV translators had not seen the older 
manuscripts.) 


The TEV says:"'There are many places 
in the New Testament where the various 
Greek manuscripts, and other textual 
sources, have different texts: these 
are called variant readings, and some 
of the more important ones are listed 
below. There are also many passages 
in the Greek New Testament which may 
be understood and translated in two or 
more different ways: these are called 
alternative renderings, and some of 
them are included in this list.’' The 
TEV puts these in an appendix, while 
the NIV puts them in footnotes. 


The type of problem shown by these 
variant readings may be seen from 
this: John 9:35 KJV has "Son of God." 
The most accurate Greek text has 
"Son of man.'' Some make an issue 
out af this, despite the fact that Jesus 
is called Son of Man more than eighty 
times in the New Testament, and that 
it is almost always Jesus himself who 
uses this title. On the meaning of the 
two, see Luke 22:69, 70). 


The TEV Is Not A One Man Version 


"For some years the American 
Bible Society was asked to prepare 
and publish a translation of the Bi- 
ble which could be read and under - 
stood by all who speak English. 
Eventually the Society commission-, 
ed Dr. Robert G. Bratcher, a mem- 
ber of its Translation Department 
Staff, to prepare such a translation 
of the New Testament. He was 
assisted by other members of the 
staff, and by a Consultative Com- 
mittee which was later appointed 
by the Translations Committee of 
the American Bible Society .""-rom 
Why So Many Bibles? ? ? 


One of those who helped influence the 
Third Edition Text of the TEV was 
Professor J. W. Roberts of Abilene 
Christian University. 


The NIV is also the result of a number 
of translators. In both the TEV and 
NIV, there has been a deliberate at~ 
tempt to avoid any possible idiosyn- 
crasies, and to say things in such a 
way that the reader of today might get 
the same message as the reader of 
the first century. 


The TEV Does Not Teach Faith Only 


Somehaveclaimed that theTEV teach- 
es "faith only." But the ‘'Rev." E. L. 
Bynum, a Baptist preacher in Lubbock, 
Texas, who does teach the doctrine of 
faith only, writes: ‘Plan of Salvation 
changed... The TEV changed wording 
makes salvation the result of works. 
The KJV teaches Christian growth. 
The TEV translates Acts 2:38 making 
salvation the result of baptism..." 


But as all scholars know, the TEV 
actually makes Acts 2:38 say exactly 
the same thing as it does in the KJV, 
but in a way not easily misunderstood! 
See also Acts 22:16; 1 Peter 3:21. 


SATURDAY NIGHT = SUNDAY 


"On Saturday evening we gathered 
together for the fellowship meal. 
Paul spoke to the people, and kept 
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on speaking until midnight, since 
he was going to leave the next day”’ 
(Acts 20:7, TEV). 


"And upon the first day of the week, 
when the disciples came together 
to break bread, Paul preached unto 
them, ready to depart on the mor— 
row; and continued his speech until 
midnight" (Acts 20:7, KJV). 


The wording of Acts 20:7 in the TEV 
probably disturbs more people than 
anything else. But it should not! 


Both of these versions say the same 
thing, but both of them require ex- 
planation. Neither version contradicts 
the accepted fact that the early church 
met on the first day of the week to 
participate in the holy meal which we 
know as the Lord's Supper. The two 
questions raised in connection with 
thisverseare: 1) Howdid thosepeople 
count time—that is, when did their 
"day"’ begin and end” 2) Did they eat 
the Supper of the Lord jn the context 
af a "fellowship meal?" 


End of the Sabbath 


We all agree that the Jews counted 
their time differently from ourselves 
and that as the Sabbath drewto a close 
at 6:00 P.M. (on the day which we call 
Saturday), the first day of the week 
began at that same point and continued 
until it expired at 6:00 P.M. the next 
evening (on the day we call Sunday). 


Paul broke bread after midnight (v. 11). 
Was this just a midnight snack for 
himself, or was it the Lord's Supper? 
The American Standard Version, which 
oir brethren consider to be the most 
accurate Engjish version, says that 
Paul broke "'the bread."’ If they met 
on Sunday night (our time), this would 
have Paul taking the Lord's Supper on 
Monday. J. W. McGarvey says they 
met on Saturday evening as we count 
time (hisoriginal Commentary on Acts, 
pages 248, 249). So also say Harding, 
B. W. Johnson, etc. 


We read in Johnson's Notes (The Peop- 
le's New Testament): 


‘The Jews began their day at sunset 
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of what we call Saturday. The early 
churches, composed in large part of 
Jews at first, often followed the 
Jewish custom. It is probable that 
this meeting at Troas began at the 
Sabbath, in the evening, was contin- 
ued through the night, the Lord's 
Supper being celebrated in the latter 
part of the night before the dawn oi 
Sunday, and that at daybreak Paul 
departed. 


George T. Stokes, D.D., writing in an 
Exposition of the Bible, comments: 


"The meeting was held on what we 
should call Saturday evening; but we 
must remember that the Jewish first 
day of the week began from sundown 
on Saturday or the Sabbath. 


FELLOWSHIP MEAL 

It was the custom well into the middle 
oi the second century to eat the Lord's 
Supper in the context of a '‘fellowship 
meal” (also known as a "love feast,” 
"agape," “eucharist’). For proof of 
this, see the article "Agape", in 
Smith's Bible Dictionary, and the ar- 
ticle, “Agape”, in McClintock and 
Strong's Cyclopedia. Note that it was 
the Roman Catholic Church which de- 
veloped the idea of 'iasting commun- 
ion'' (no food between midnight and the 
taking of the Communion), and separa- 
ted the fellowship meal from the Lord's 
Supper. 


Leading, Not Binding 


Some few in the past have argued a- 
gainst having the Lord's Supper on 
Sunday evening, as they feel God still 
counts time by the Jewish method. 
Some few churches have a Saturday 
night service, rather than a Sunday 
night service (I don't know of any of 
‘ours’ that do this). But notice that 
God did not bind any method of count- 
ing time on the churchof Jesus Christ. 


The problem of whether they met on 
Saturday evening at Troas is more ap- 
parent than real. We all are in agree- 
ment on the basic fact—the disciples 
met on the first day of the week to 
participate in the holy mean which we 
imow as the Lord's Supper. _ 








You Tell Me I’m Getting Old 


By Dora Johnson 
(written at age 88) 





You tell me I'm getting old; 

I tell you that’s not so! 

The "house" I live in is worn out— 
And that, of course, I know. 

It's been in use a long, long while, 
It's weathered many a gale; 

I'm really not surprised you think 
It's getting somewhat frail. 


The color's changing on the roof, 
The window's getting dim. 

The wall's a bit transparent, 
And looking rather thin. 

The foundation's not so steady 
As once it used to be;. 

My "house" is getting shaky 

But my "house" isn't me! 


My few short yearscan't make me old- 
I feel I'm in my youth; 

Eternity lies just ahead, 

And life and joy and truth. 

I'm going to live forever there; 
Life will go on—it's grand! 
You tell me I'm getting old? 
You just don't understand. 


The dweller in my little house" 
Is young and bright and gay — 

Just starting on a life to last 
Through an eternal day. 

You only see the outside, 

Which is all most folks see; 

You tell me I'm getting old? 
You've mixed my "house" with me! 
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EDITORIAL (rom page 8) 


sacreligious to make any kind of dis- 
paraging remark about the church, but 
they forget that the church is consti- 
tuted both human and divine and that it 
is the human side whichwe haveunder 
consideration. 








"But why don't you write about what's 
good with the church?"' some ask. My 
answer is this: All our lives we have 
heard about how ‘good’ we are and 
now it is time to look in on the other 
side. Even our Old Testament heroes 
had their bad side, and God didn't 
hesitate to record them—so there must 
be merit in the practice. We must 
realize that for us the "perfect has not 
yetcome." It is with the human ele- 
ment in the church that we quarrel, 
not with the divine side. As long as 
the "church" remains upon the earth 
we wiil have the imperfect. To ignore 
it, and to assume that we have arrived 
will be to our detriment. a 





SPIRITUALITY 


When we talkabout brotherhood spirit- 
uality, we may be getting close to our 
No. 1 problem facing the church. In 
the interest ef problem solving, no 
solution will ever be found until each 
of us are ready to make some honest, 
heartfelt confessions concerning our 
own Spirituality, even though it may 
embarrass us and make us feel guilty. 
Are we ready for it?—'"'confession is 
good for the soul", they say. Let me 
pose a few questions that will indicate 
the drift of our subject. 


@ Why is it that preachers have to 
pet and coddle members to get them 
to attend church services? 


@ Why do more members attend 
Sunday morning "worship" than they 
do the Bible study and the Sunday and 
Wednesday evening services ? 


@ Domembers attend worship ser- 
vices out of a sincere desire to wor- 
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Ship God, or do they attend out of a 
sense of “‘duty'', and because others 
might think they are "forsaking the 
assembly ?" 


Now for the 64-million dollar question 
regarding church attendance: 


“If it was only a matter of personal 
preference, discounting all other inter- 
ests, obligations, pressures, etc. HOW 
MANY WOULD PREFER TO STAY AT 
EOME ?! 


For the moment we are not interested 
in what is the "right thing to do,’ but 
what brethren actually and sincerely 
feel. By "fact" and “act” vast num- 
bers inthe brotherhood have already 
answered this question, even though 
they would never verbalize it with an 
honest admission. I may be going out 
on the proverbial "limb”’ but f believe 
itis true that at least ninety percent 
of the brotherhood would not attend 
church services if they followed their 
true, heartfelt desire. I realize there 
are exceptions, but they are "except- 
ions" rather than the rule. — 


It is not my purpose here to criticize 
brethren for their ‘no-shows". If 
they prefer not to attend there must 
be a reason for it. Our "lay'"* members 
are notall to blame for this condition. 
It was created! Those who"'miss" the 
services are made to feel guilty by 
preachers whose status and reputation 
depends upon good attendance. They 
should not feel guilty for following the 
natural desire. I suspect the real 
Cause may lie within the "clergy sys- 
tem." 


The cause is due to the spiritual at- 
mosphere in which our members are 
brought up. Our Church of Christ 
"clergy" has instilled within them the 
unsurfacednotion that their Christian- 
ity is to be PERFORMED in thechurch 
building! And since brethren cannot 
see anything worthwhile being '’done" 
at the building, they lose interest. 


Our peculiar Church of Christ’ism’ 
has associated ‘public worship" (or 





building attendance} with "Christian 
service” for so long that it has im- 
printed the idea that spiritual obliga- 
tions are expended by mere attendance. 
They have the notion that on Sunday 
we ‘‘worship God" but on the other 
six weekdays we tust ‘‘live the Christ- 
ian life’’—as if there was a difference 
between worshipping God and living 
the Christian life. 


Now, if brethren truly ‘lived the Christ- 
ian life’’ Monday through Saturday, all 
would be well—God would surely over- 
look the distinction made. But the 
thought is that on Sunday we must 
dress in our most pious Spiritual garb 
and on Monday we don our worldly 
attireand blendinwith secular society. 
It is becoming moreand more difficult 
to tell the difference. (The brother 
who deals with brother on the assump- 
tion that his "yea's"’ and ‘'nay's'' are 
binding contracts will likely end up 
losing his shirt.) Our spirituality 
seems to be reserved for Sunday only. 


Sut the matter of '‘attendance’"' is still 
before us. Why is it that our services 
do not draw the worshippers? Will 
we not find that the problem is that 
our ''services'' do not fulfill spiritual 
needs? Qur contemporary services 
are thought to be on the same order 
as those New Testament worship ser- 
vices~but a matter that needs looking 
into. Is our order and purpose of 
worship patterned after the N.T. ?—or 
have we confused tradition with the 
“old paths”? 


In those few references to worship 
assemblies in the scriptures, we note 
that theirs were considerably more 
informal than what we're accustomed 
toandthat theirs carried with itan air 
of celebration. The honoring, praising 
and glorifying God in song and prayer, 
and the fellowship, edification, and 
exhortation surrounding the ‘love 
feasts’ were soul strengthening occa- 
sions of great joy among first century 
Christians. A divinely ordered spirit- 
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ual need was fulfilled, and it was able 
to sustain them in those days of great 
persecution~even unto death. 


None of these things characterize our 
modern worship services. Our cele- 
bration is reduced to boring ritualism. 
Fellowship (for the most part) consists 
of shaking a few hands which we can't 
avoid in our mad rush for the exits. 
What little exhortation we hear comes 
from the pulpit in the form of chas- 
tisements and edification is when the 
services are over. 


Our oft-repeated ''two - songs- and-a- 
prayer" ritual may sustain the new- 
born for a while, but in time they, like 
countless others before them, will 
Simply die on the vine for lack of 
spiritual nourishment. Brethren, the 
Christian life cannot be sustained on 
Spiritual pabulum. With Christians it 
is either ''grow” in all the graces or 
‘‘shrivel'' to the fate of Matt. 2f:18-22, 


Our Bible classes are no better. Last 
year I attended Bible study in one of 
our largest city congregations. [I sat 
and listened to a 40 minute lecture on 
sheep raising in N.T. times, nothing 
Spiritual....just sheep. I couldn't 
figure in what way knowledge of sheep 
raising in Israel would affect my 
Christian life, but I filed it away and, 
who knows, someday I may have the 
occasion to spring it on some unsus- 
pecting brother. 


In this same congregation the elders 
do not take too kindly to teachers who 
delve too deeply into doctrinal subjects, 
on the philosophy that going too deeply 
generates controversy. They pride 
themselves on the fact that they have 
few "problems" within thechurch, and 
I might add that neither do they have 
many Bible scholars. This was evi- 
denced on one occasion when a deacon 
raised his hand to ask the teacher, 
"Where in the Bible does it say ‘he 
baptized in the name of the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit'?'"’ The teacher 


couldn't remember, so he asked the 
class. The class didn't know. Even 
though I felt a little silly doing it, I 
had to tell them; but I don't think they 
appreciated it, coming from such a 
“heretic.” 


Brethren, church problems are not 
necessarily caused by lack of know- 
ledge, but when lack of kmowledge is 
coupled with an overdose of sectarian 
pride, you have all the ingredients for 
spiritual mischief. 


PUBLIC WORSHIP - PURPOSE 


Public worship has a primary and a 
secondary purpose. Even though we 
have already concluded that church 
members arenot likely to get anything 
out of our modern worship services, 
we should mention that it is not the 
primary purpose of "worship" to ''get 
something out of"', in the usual sense 
of that saying, Worship is a reflection 
of ourselves before God, of what we 
are ALL.READY and not what we might 
like to become {by getting something 
out of). He who is not "reverent" be- 
fore entering the house of worship is 
not likely to become such by engaging 
in ritualistic '‘acts'' of worship. 


§diritual devotion and divine reverence 
are not the by-products of worship, 
These things ARE worship! and they 
must precede worship if there is to 
be any. Those members who some- 
times say, 'I just don't seem to get 
anything out of our worship services" 
should remember that public "worship" 
was not designed for that purpose. The 
primary thought here is of something 
“put into" rather than ''taken from." 


Now, brethren may not agree with me 
on this point, and that privilege is 
granted to everyone, but as I stated 
above, worship hasatwo-fold purpose. 
In reference tothe primary and second- 
ary purposes of public worship, I'm 
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going to suggest that the prime reason 
for our public assembly is not worship 
within itself, but the benefits that 
come to worshippers as a result of 
the public ASSEMBLY! God does not 
need anything from us, and to Him 
there is no difference between public 
and private worship. All of God's 
commandments are for the benefit of 
man, therefore, the "public assembly" 
was instituted for man, and not man 
for the assembly. 


} am convinced that that which we 
refer to as a "by-product" of worship 
is the main purpose of the assembly. 
Yes, there is a sense in which we do 
“set something out of the public wor- 
ship services, but that "Something" is 
the spiritual strength and uplift that 
comes through "mutual faith" and fel~ 
lowship, as Paul would put it. Those 
who receive no spiritual uplift from 
their worship experience are perhaps 
looking for it through the medium of 
worship (which is already inward) 
rather than through the external med- 
ium of fellowship. 


It is redundant to point out that our 
modern "'services" do not fill the bill 
in this respect. There is little spirit~ 
ua] uplift because there is little fellow- 
ship. The very verse we use to stress 
church attendance (Heb. 10:25) is pre- 
ceded by, ''Let us consider how tostir 
up one another tolove and good works" 
and then, ''Not neglecting to meet to-~ 
gether, as is the habit of some, bit 
ENCOURAGING ONE ANOTHER, and 
ALL THE MORE as you see the Day 
drawing near." This clearly indicates 
the purpose of their gathering was to 
strengthen and encourage one another. 
And here is where our modern "'ser~ 
vices" fail. 


lt am confident that if we could find a 
solution to this problem it, within it- 
self, would solve all the other difficul- 
ties connected with our church crisis. 
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